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The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) prepared a final environmental impact 

statement (EIS) for the Three Rivers Interconnection Project proposed by Alliance Pipeline, L.P. (Alliance).  

Alliance proposes to construct and operate about 2.9 miles of 20-inch-diameter natural gas transmission pipeline 

and associated facilities in Grundy County, Illinois.  This pipeline would connect Allianceôs existing interstate 
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gas to this facility.  Commission staff conclude that construction and operation of the project, with the mitigation 

measures recommended in the EIS, would result in some adverse environmental impacts; however, with the 
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characterized in this EIS as significant or insignificant. 
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TO THE INTERESTED PARTY: 

 

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) 

has prepared a final environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Three Rivers 

Interconnection Project (Project), proposed by Alliance Pipeline L.P. (Alliance) in the 

above-referenced docket.  Alliance proposes to construct and operate about 2.9 miles of 

20-inch-diameter natural gas transmission pipeline and associated facilities in Grundy 

County, Illinois.  This pipeline would connect Allianceôs existing interstate natural gas 

transmission system to Competitive Power Ventureôs Three Rivers Energy Center, 

currently under construction; and as proposed, would transport up to 210 million standard 

cubic feet per day of natural gas to this facility.  According to Alliance, the Project is 

necessary to provide Competitive Power Ventureôs Three Rivers Energy Center with 

access to an additional natural gas supply source.   

The final EIS assesses the potential environmental effects of the construction and 

operation of the Project in accordance with the requirements of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The FERC staff concludes that approval of the 

proposed Project, with the mitigation measures recommended in the EIS, would result in 

some adverse environmental impacts, but none that are considered significant.  Regarding 

climate change impacts, this EIS is not characterizing the Projectôs greenhouse gas 

emissions as significant or insignificant because the Commission is conducting a generic 

proceeding to determine whether and how the Commission will conduct significance 

determinations going forward.1  The EIS also concludes that no system, route, or other 

alternative would meet the Project objective while providing a significant environmental 

advantage over the Project as proposed.  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC) participated as cooperating agencies in the preparation of 

the EIS.   

1  Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Natural Gas Infrastructure Project Reviews, 178 FERC ¶ 

61,108 (2022); 178 FERC ¶ 61,197 (2022). 
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Specifically, the EPA provided FERC environmental staff with recommendations to 

inform the EIS and the NRC advised FERC environmental staff concerning nuclear 

safety reviews and the associated regulatory process with respect to Allianceôs proposal 

and the nearby Dresden Nuclear Generating Station and General Electric Hitachi Nuclear 

Energy Morris Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation.  Cooperating agencies have 

jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to resources potentially affected by 

the proposal and participate in the NEPA analysis.   

The Commission mailed a copy of the Notice of Availability of the Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project 

to federal, state, and local government representatives and agencies; elected officials; 

environmental and public interest groups; Indian tribes; potentially affected landowners 

and other interested individuals and groups; and newspapers and libraries in the Project 

area.  The final EIS is only available in electronic format.  It may be viewed and 

downloaded from the FERCôs website (www.ferc.gov), on the natural gas environmental 

documents page (https://www.ferc.gov/industries-data/natural-

gas/environment/environmental-documents).  In addition, the final EIS may be accessed 

by using the eLibrary link on the FERCôs website.  Click on the eLibrary link 

(https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/search) select ñGeneral Searchò and enter the docket 

number in the ñDocket Numberò field (i.e. CP21-113-000).  Be sure you have selected an 

appropriate date range.  For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at 

FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at (866) 208-3676, or for TTY, contact (202) 

502-8659.   

Additional information about the Project is available from the Commissionôs 

Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov) 

using the eLibrary link.  The eLibrary link also provides access to the texts of all formal 

documents issued by the Commission, such as orders, notices, and rulemakings. 

In addition, the Commission offers a free service called eSubscription that allows 

you to keep track of all formal issuances and submittals in specific dockets.  This can 

reduce the amount of time you spend researching proceedings by automatically providing 

you with notification of these filings, document summaries, and direct links to the 

documents.  Go to https://www.ferc.gov/ferc-online/overview to register for 

eSubscription. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

On April 1, 2021, Alliance Pipeline L.P. (Alliance) filed an application with the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) pursuant to section 7(c) 

of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) in FERC docket no. CP21-113-000.  Alliance is seeking a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) to construct and operate a 

natural gas transmission pipeline in Grundy County, Illinois.  This proposed project is 

referred to as the Three Rivers Interconnection Project (Project).       

The Commissionôs environmental staff has prepared this final Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) to fulfill requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 

of 1969 (NEPA) and the Commissionôs implementing regulations under Title 18 of the 

Code of Federal Regulations Part 380 (18 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 380).  The 

purposes of this EIS are to: assesses the potential environmental impacts on the 

environment resulting from construction and operation of the Project; and to inform 

decision-makers, affected landowners, the public, permitting agencies, and other interested 

parties about the potential environmental impacts of the Project.  Our1 analysis is based on 

information provided in Allianceôs application and supplemental filings, its responses to 

our requests for additional information; public comments; literature research; and 

correspondence with federal, state, and local regulatory agencies.  Per the NGA, the FERC 

is the federal agency responsible for authorizing interstate natural gas transmission 

facilities and is the lead federal agency responsible for the NEPA review.  The U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

(NRC) are cooperating agencies providing FERC environmental staff with 

recommendations to inform the EIS because they have special expertise with respect to 

environmental resources and impacts associated with the Project. 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Alliance proposes to construct and operate about 2.9 miles of 20-inch-diameter 

natural gas transmission pipeline and associated facilities in Grundy County, Illinois.  This 

pipeline would connect Allianceôs existing interstate natural gas transmission system to the 

Competitive Power Ventureôs Three Rivers Energy Center (Energy Center).  The Energy 

Center is a 1,250-megawatt, natural gas-fueled combined-cycle power generation facility 

currently under construction in Grundy County that when complete would supply power 

to approximately 1.25 million homes.  As proposed, the Project would transport as much 

as 210 million standard cubic feet per day of natural gas to the Energy Center.  According 

to Alliance, the Project is necessary to provide the Energy Center with access to an 

additional natural gas supply source.   

  

1  ñWe,ò ñus,ò and ñourò refer to the environmental and engineering staff of the FERCôs Office of 

Energy Projects. 
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Alliance contends that this access would provide supply flexibility and reliability that 

would ultimately strengthen and optimize power generation and improve the efficiency of 

Illinoisô electrical grid.    

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

On April 12, 2021, the Commission issued a Notice of Application and Establishing 

Intervention Deadline for the Project.  This notice described ways to become involved in 

the Commissionôs review of the Project, including filing comments with the Commission 

and becoming an intervenor, or party to the proceeding.  On September 20, 2021, we issued 

a Notice of Scoping Period Requesting Comments on Environmental Issues for the 

Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project.  On February 10, 2022, we issued a Notice 

of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers 

Interconnection Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Schedule for 

Environmental Review.  On March 9, 2022, we issued a Supplemental Notice of Intent to 

Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers 

Interconnection Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Schedule for 

Environmental Review extending the scoping period to April 8, 2022.  The notices were 

mailed or emailed to over 100 entities, including affected landowners (as defined in the 

Commissionôs regulations); federal, state, and local officials; Indian tribes; agency 

representatives; environmental and public interest groups; and local libraries and 

newspapers.  In response to the notices, the Commission received comment letters from 

the EPA, the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians, the Exelon 

Corporation, and the Illinois Department of Natural Resources.  The comments concerned 

EIS preparation, hazardous materials, water resources, vegetation, special status species, 

cultural resources, environmental justice, land use, air quality and noise, climate change, 

safety, and alternatives. 

On June 10, 2022, the Commission issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project 

which was also mailed to Project stakeholders (see appendix B for the Distribution List).  

This notice established a closing date of August 1, 2022 for receiving comments on the 

draft EIS.  The draft EIS was also filed with the EPA and a formal notice of availability 

was issued in the Federal Register on June 16, 2022 (87 Fed. Reg. 36,322).  In response to 

the draft EIS, we received four total comments from the EPA, the U.S. Department of the 

Interior, Sierra Club, and Alliance.  The U.S. Department of the Interiorôs letter stated that 

it did not have comments on the draft EIS at this time.  All other comments received are 

addressed in relevant resource sections of the EIS and in appendix E.   

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION  

We evaluated the impacts of the Project on geology, soils, water resources, fisheries 

and aquatic resources, vegetation, wildlife and protected species, cultural resources, 

socioeconomics, environmental justice, land use and visual resources, air quality and 

climate change, noise, and safety and reliability.  Our analysis included consideration of 
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Allianceôs proposed impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and where 

necessary, we recommend additional mitigation to further avoid and minimize impacts on 

the environment.  In section 3.0 of this EIS, we evaluate alternatives to the Project, 

including the no-action alternative, system alternatives, and pipeline route alternatives and 

variations. 

Based on public review and scoping comments received, agency consultations, and 

our analyses, the potential impacts on the environment of most concern are impacts on 

water resources, cultural resources, safety, environmental justice, air quality, and climate 

change.  Our analyses of these specific issues are summarized below.  Additionally, in 

section 4.0 of this EIS, we address these issues in greater detail as well as other 

environmental issues raised and considered.  Section 5.0 of this EIS, summarizes our 

recommendations to further avoid, reduce, and minimize potential impacts on the 

environment, which can be found in the appropriate resource discussions in Section 4.0 of 

this EIS. 

FERC staff, consistent with EPA, Council on Environmental Quality, and FERC 

guidance, requirements, and policies, conducted a thorough and comprehensive 

environmental justice analysis.  Upon conducting this analysis and based on current U.S. 

Census Bureau information, no minority or low-income populations exist within the census 

block groups crossed by the Project. 

Water Resources 

Constructing the Project would require the crossing of four waterbodies including 

the Illinois and Michigan Canal (I&M Canal) and the Illinois River.  To avoid impacts on 

the I&M Canal and the Illinois River, Alliance would cross these waterbodies via two 

horizontal directional drills (HDD).  Successful HDDs would result in no impacts to the 

resource crossed, in this case the I&M Canal and the Illinois River.  However, to ensure 

the success of HDDs, operators must fully study and assess the resources to be crossed by 

conducting geotechnical investigations, plan to address potential surface expressions of 

drilling fluids and inadvertent releases of equipment fluids, monitor operations, and be 

prepared to implement impact mitigation measures.  We have reviewed Allianceôs plans to 

cross the I&M Canal and Illinois River and find them to be generally acceptable.  To ensure 

the likelihood of HDD success, we are recommending Alliance file for review and 

approval, its Project-specific drill plans for the I&M Canal HDD and the Illinois River 

HDD, that incorporate the recommendations included in its Geotechnical Engineering and 

Horizontal Directional Drill Design Services reports.  With its adherence to our 

recommendation and the implementation of HDDs to cross the I&M Canal and Illinois 

River, we conclude that the Project would not significantly impact water resources.     
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Cultural Resources 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is considered the cornerstone of the 

federal governmentôs historic preservation program and requires the FERC take into 

account the effect of its undertakings on historic properties.  In accordance with the NHPA, 

FERC staff conducted government-to-government consultations with Indian tribes that 

may attach religious and cultural importance to properties in the area of potential effect.  In 

our cultural resources review we describe our consultation efforts, consultations with the 

Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and consultations with Indian tribes.  

We also document our identification of historic properties, inventory results, and 

assessment of effects.  The SHPO found that no significant historic, architectural, or 

archaeological resources are located in the Project area, and we agree.  In its comments on 

the Project, the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians expressed 

concern about the Projectôs potential impact on the quality of the human environment and 

Pottawatomi cultural resources, and outlined several concerns pertaining to staffôs 

compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  These comments are addressed in section 4.7.  

No traditional cultural properties or properties of religious or cultural importance to Indian 

tribes were identified in the area of potential effect.  We agree with the SHPO that the 

Project would not adversely affect any historic properties.  Therefore, the intent of Section 

106 of the NHPA is satisfied. 

Safety and Reliability 

Alliance would adhere to the Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations 

under 49 CFR 192 (Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal 

Safety Standards).  DOT regulations specify pipeline material selection; minimum design 

requirements; protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion; and 

qualification procedures for welders and operations personnel, in addition to other design 

standards.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and to 

prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

The Project would be located just under 0.5 mile from the Constellation Energy 

Generation, LLCôs (Constellation) Dresden Nuclear Generating Station and about 0.2 mile 

from the General Electric Hitachi Nuclear Energy (GEH) Morris Independent Spent Fuel 

Storage Installation (nuclear waste storage facility), both regulated by the NRC.  NRC 

requires facility operators to conduct an analysis to determine whether the proposed 

pipeline segment would have any potential impacts on the facilities and to ensure any 

impacts are appropriately addressed by the operators, and if necessary, the NRC.  

Constellationôs safety analysis concluded that Project facilities would not more than 

minimally increase the frequency or consequences of a pipeline incident in proximity to 

the Dresden Nuclear Generating Station.  Constellation also concluded, in accordance with 

Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 50.59, that NRC approval is not required.  The 

NRC plans to review the issue through its oversight program.   
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Allianceôs safety analysis found that the proposed pipeline would not pose a 

significant hazard to the GEH Morris Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation; GEH 

evaluated Allianceôs safety analysis of and concluded that a license amendment from the 

NRC is not necessary.  The NRC will review the analysis as part of its oversight role. 

Air Quality and Climate Change  

Constructing 2.9 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline may result in a minor 

and temporary reduction in ambient air quality.  However, based on the short duration of 

construction activities (4 months) and our review of the estimated emissions from 

construction and operation of the Project, we do not believe there would be regionally 

significant impacts on air quality. 

Climate change is the variation in the Earthôs climate over time and is driven by the 

accumulation of greenhouse gasses (GHG) in the atmosphere.  Climate change is a global 

phenomenon that has resulted in a wide range of impacts that include changes to water 

resources, agriculture, ecosystems, human health, and ocean systems.  Constructing and 

operating the Project would increase the atmospheric concentration of GHGs in 

combination with past, current, and future emissions from all other sources globally and 

contribute incrementally to future climate change impacts.  This EIS does not characterize 

the Projectôs GHG emissions as significant or insignificant because the Commission is 

conducting a generic proceeding to determine whether and how the Commission will 

conduct significance determinations going forward.         

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS  

We conclude that constructing and operating the Project would result in some 

adverse impacts on the environment.  However, based on the scope of the Project and 

Allianceôs proposed construction procedures and impact minimization measures, we also 

conclude that most of these impacts would be minor, temporary, and localized.  To ensure 

impacts on the environment are avoided, reduced, and minimized to the extent practical, 

we are recommending that Alliance implement additional mitigation measures.  These 

recommendations are identified in section 4 of the EIS in bulleted, bold text and are 

summarized in section 5.0.  We also recommend that these mitigation measures be attached 

as conditions to any authorization issued by the Commission.  Therefore, with the 

exception of climate change impacts that are not characterized in this EIS as significant or 

insignificant, we conclude that Project impacts on the environment would not be significant.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

On April 1, 2021, Alliance Pipeline L.P. (Alliance) filed an application with the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) in docket no. CP21-113-

000 pursuant to section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Part 157 of the 

Commissionôs regulations.  Alliance is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity (Certificate) to construct and operate about 2.9 miles of 20-inch-diameter natural 

gas transmission pipeline in Grundy County, Illinois.  This proposed project is referred to 

as the Three Rivers Interconnection Project (Project).     

In accordance with the NGA (Title 15 United States Code [U.S.C.] Part 717), the 

Commission is responsible for regulating the siting, construction, and operation of 

interstate natural gas transmission facilities.  The FERC is also the lead federal agency 

responsible for complying with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA).   

Commission staff has prepared this final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to 

assess the potential impacts on the natural and human environment resulting from 

construction and operation of Allianceôs Project.  The U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA), an independent federal agency responsible for protecting human health and 

safeguarding the natural environment, is a cooperating agency providing FERC 

environmental staff with recommendations to inform the EIS because it has special 

expertise with respect to environmental resources and impacts associated with the Project.  

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), an independent federal agency that 

ensures the safe use of radioactive materials for beneficial civilian purposes while 

protecting people and the environment is also a cooperating agency that is assisting in the 

preparation of the EIS due to its special expertise with respect to nuclear safety at the 

nearby the nearby Dresden Nuclear Generating Station and General Electric Hitachi 

Nuclear Energy (GEH) Morris Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (nuclear waste 

storage facility).  As described in section 4.12, the Dresden Nuclear Generating Station 

contains two nuclear reactors capable of generating up to 1,845 Megawatts (MW) of 

electrical power, serving more than two million homes.     

The vertical line in the left margin identifies text that is new or modified in the final EIS and 

differs materially from corresponding text in the draft EIS.  Changes were made to address 

comments from agencies and other stakeholders on the draft EIS and as a result of updated 

information that became available after the issuance of the draft EIS. 
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1.1. PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Council on Environmental Qualityôs (CEQ) regulations concerning NEPA1 

recommend that an EIS should briefly address the underlying purpose and need for a 

project.  As described in Allianceôs application, the proposed pipeline would connect 

Allianceôs existing interstate natural gas transmission system to the Competitive Power 

Ventureôs (CPV) Three Rivers Energy Center (Energy Center).2  As proposed, the Project 

would transport as much as 210 million standard cubic feet per day (MMcf/d) of natural 

gas to this facility.  The Energy Center is a 1,250 megawatt, natural gas-fueled combined-

cycle power generation facility located in Grundy County, Illinois.  According to Alliance, 

the Project is necessary to provide the Energy Center with access to an additional natural 

gas supply source.3  Alliance also states that the Energy Center is essential to Illinoisô 

electrical power system and that once complete and at peak operation would supply power 

to approximately 1.25 million homes.  Furthermore, Alliance states that the natural gas 

service offered by the Project would provide (fuel source) flexibility and reliability for the 

Energy Center that would strengthen and optimize power generation capabilities and 

improve the overall efficiency of Illinoisô electrical grid especially during periods of high 

demand including winter cold spells and summer heatwaves. 

In its comments on the draft EIS, the EPA states that the Commission should address 

whether the proposed pipeline and operation of the Energy Center could be connected 

actions.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations, ñconnected actionsò include actions that: (a) 

automatically trigger other actions, which may require an EIS; (b) cannot or will not 

proceed without previous or simultaneous actions; or (c) are interdependent parts of a larger 

action and depend on the larger action for their justification.4  In evaluating whether 

multiple actions are, in fact, connected actions, courts have employed a ñsubstantial 

independent utilityò test, which the Commission has found useful for determining whether 

the three criteria for a connected action are met.  The test asks ñwhether one project will 

serve a significant purpose even if a second related project is not built.ò 5  In this case, a 

natural gas transmission pipeline owned and operated by the Natural Gas Pipeline 

Company of America (NGPL) crosses the Energy Center site and has already been 

modified to provide service to the Energy Center.  The natural gas supply requirements for 

the Energy Center can be served entirely through the NGPL line, and Energy Center 

construction is ongoing during the pendency of this proceeding.  Thus, we conclude that 

 
1 Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508 [40 CFR 1500-1508].   
2 As of April 2022, construction of the Energy Center is over 60 percent complete. 
3 Alliance indicates that the Energy Center would also receive natural gas from an interconnect with 

Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America LLCôs existing 36-inch-diameter natural gas 

transmission pipeline. 
4    40 CFR 1501.9(e) (2020). 
5   Coalition on Sensible Transp., Inc. v. Dole, 826 F.2d 60, 69 (D.C. Cir. 1987). See also O'Reilly v. 

U.S. Army Corps of Eng'rs, 477 F.3d 225, 237 (5th Cir. 2007) (defining independent utility as 

whether one project ñcan stand alone without requiring construction of the other [projects] either 

in terms of the facilities required or of profitabilityò). 
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the decision to construct the natural gas-fueled Energy Center was not made based on 

whether Allianceôs proposed Project is built.  Accordingly, our NEPA analysis does not 

consider construction and operation of the proposed Project and the Energy Center as 

connected actions. 

Under section 7(c) of the NGA, the Commission determines whether interstate 

natural gas transportation facilities are in the public convenience and necessity, and if so, 

grants a Certificate to construct and operate them.  The Commission may accept the 

application in whole or in part and can attach engineering and environmental conditions to 

any Order it may issue that would be enforceable actions to assure that the proper 

mitigation measures are implemented.  The Commission bases its decisions on economic 

issues, including need, and environmental impacts.  

1.2. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS EIS 

This EIS has been prepared in compliance with NEPA requirements (NEPA, 42 

U.S.C. Part 4321 et seq.) which require the Commission to consider the environmental 

impacts of a proposed action prior to making a decision.  This EIS has also been prepared 

in compliance with CEQ regulations implementing NEPA and with the Commissionôs 

implementing regulations under 18 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 380.  Our 

principal purposes in preparing this EIS are to: 

¶ identify and assess the potential impacts on the natural and human 

environment that would result from constructing and operating the Project; 

¶ describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives to the Project that would avoid 

or minimize adverse impacts on environmental resources; 

¶ recommend mitigation measures, as necessary, that could be implemented by 

Alliance to reduce impacts on specific environmental resources; and 

¶ encourage and facilitate involvement by the public and interested agencies in 

the environmental review process. 

This EIS addresses topics including geology and soils; water resources; wetlands; 

vegetation; fish and wildlife; threatened and endangered species, and other special-status 

species; land use and recreation; visual resources; environmental justice; cultural 

resources; air quality and noise; climate change; and reliability and safety.  This EIS 

describes the affected environment as it currently exists, addresses the environmental 

consequences of the Project, and compares the Projectôs potential impacts to those of 

various alternatives.  Lastly, this EIS presents our conclusions and recommended 

mitigation measures.   
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1.3. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT  

In response to Allianceôs filing of an application in April 2021, the Commission 

issued a Notice of Application and Establishing Intervention Deadline (NOA) on April 12, 

2021, and the notice appeared in the Federal Register on April 16, 2021.   

On September 20, 2021, we issued a Notice of Scoping Period Requesting 

Comments on Environmental Issues for the Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project 

(NOS).  The NOS was mailed and/or emailed to approximately 128 entities, including 

affected landowners (as defined in the Commissionôs regulations); federal, state, and local 

officials; Native American tribes; agency representatives; environmental and public 

interest groups; and local libraries and newspapers.  In response to the NOS, the 

Commission received comment letters from the EPA, the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish 

Band of Pottawatomi Indians, the Exelon Corporation, and CPV Three Rivers, LLC (CPV).   

On February 10, 2022, we issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 

Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project, Request for 

Comments on Environmental Issues, and Schedule for Environmental Review (NOI).  The 

NOI was mailed and/or emailed to approximately 129 entities, including affected 

landowners; federal, state, and local officials; Native American tribes; agency 

representatives; environmental and public interest groups; and local libraries and 

newspapers.  On March 9, 2022, we issued a Supplemental Notice of Intent to Prepare an 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project, 

Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Schedule for Environmental Review 

(Supplemental NOI) extending the comment period from March 14, 2022 to April 8, 2022.  

In response to the NOIs, the Commission received a comment letter from the Illinois 

Department of Natural Resources.   

Appendix A summarizes the environmental issues and concerns identified in the 

comment letters received during the multiple scoping processes and identifies the EIS 

sections where each issue is addressed.  During scoping we received comments concerning 

EIS preparation, hazardous materials, water resources, vegetation, special status species, 

cultural resources, environmental justice, land use, air quality and noise, climate change, 

safety, and alternatives.  As appropriate, these comments are address in the Environmental 

Analysis section of this EIS.   

On June 10, 2022, the Commission issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project 

which was also mailed to Project stakeholders (see appendix B for the Distribution List).  

This notice established a closing date of August 1, 2022 for receiving comments on the 

draft EIS.  The draft EIS was also filed with the EPA and a formal notice of availability 

was issued in the Federal Register on June 16, 2022 (87 Fed. Reg. 36,322 (June 16, 

2022)).  In response to the draft EIS, we received four total comments from the EPA, the 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Sierra Club, and Alliance.  The U.S. Department of the 
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Interiorôs letter stated that it did not have comments on the draft EIS at this time.  All 

other comments received are addressed in relevant resource sections of the EIS or in 

appendix E. 

In accordance with the CEQôs regulations implementing NEPA, no agency decision 

on a proposed action may be made until 30 days after the EPA publishes a notice of 

availability of the final EIS in the Federal Register.  However, the CEQ regulations provide 

an exception to this rule when an agency decision is subject to a formal internal appeal 

process that allows other agencies or the public to make their views known.  In such cases, 

the agency decision may be made at the same time the notice of the final EIS is published, 

allowing both periods to run concurrently.  The Commission decision for this proposed 

action is subject to a 30-day rehearing period. 

Summary of Submitted Alternatives, Information, and Analyses 

NEPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 1502.17 state that a draft and final EIS shall 

include a summary that identifies all alternatives, information, and analyses submitted by 

State, Tribal, and local governments and other public commenters during the scoping 

process for consideration by the lead and cooperating agencies in developing the EIS.     

In its comments on the Project, the EPA stated that the application should be 

reviewed ñin light of alternative options outside of the increase in fossil fuel related 

infrastructure that might also meet national needs.ò  As described above, the purpose of 

this EIS to assess the impacts on the natural and human environment resulting from 

construction and operation of the proposed Project and to assess reasonable alternatives to 

the proposed action.  The purpose of this Project is to provide a natural gas-fueled 

combined-cycle power generation facility in Grundy County, Illinois with access to a 

natural gas supply source.  An alternative that does not involve the transportation of natural 

gas to this facility is not a reasonable alternative to meet the Project objectives; and is 

therefore, not considered in this EIS.  No other specific alternatives were submitted.  Other 

comments received are addressed in the relevant resource sections of the EIS and in 

appendix E.   

1.4. PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS  

In addition to a FERC Certificate, numerous other permits, approvals, and 

regulatory requirements (including consultations) must be obtained/met by Alliance.  Table 

1.4-1 below identifies the major federal and state permits, approvals, and consultations to 

construct and operate the Project.  The table also provides the dates, or anticipated dates, 

when Alliance commenced, anticipates commencing, or has completed the required 

permitting and consultation.  Alliance would be responsible for obtaining all permits and 

approvals required to construct and operate the Project, regardless of whether or not they 

appear in this table. 
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Table 1.4-1 

Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory Requirements 

 

Permitting/Approval 

Agency Permit, Approval, or Consultation 

Anticipated or 

Actual File Date Receipt Date 

FEDERAL  

Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission 

Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity 

April 2021 (Pending) 

U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, Rock Island 

District 

Regional General Permit 44 (Section 

404 Clean Water Act and Section 10 

Rivers and Harbors Act) 

July 2021 (Pending) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service 

Endangered Species Act, section 7 

consultation; Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act consultation; Bald and Golden 

Eagle Protection Act consultation 

December 2020 

Revised May 

2022 

October 2022 

STATE AGENCIES 

Illinois Environmental 

Protection Agency 

 

401 Water Quality Certification July 2021 (Pending) 

Hydrostatic Test Water Discharge 

Permit 

March 2022 (Pending) 

General Permit for Stormwater 

Discharges from Construction Site 

Activities 

(Pending) (Pending) 

Illinois Department of 

Natural Resources 

Illinois Endangered Species Protection 

Act Consultation 

September 2021 October 13, 2021 

State Water Permit No 8 December 2020 September 10, 

2021 

Illinois Department of 

Natural Resources ï Office 

of Realty and Capital 

Planning 

Comprehensive Environmental Review 

Process (CERP) - License Agreement 

(Illinois River HDD) 

July 2021 September 15, 

2021 receipt of 

completed CERP 

form; license 

agreement pending 

Illinois State Historic 

Preservation Office 

Section 106, National Historic 

Preservation Act Consultation 

December 2020 February 10, 2022 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION  

2.1 PROPOSED FACILITIES AND LOCATIONS  

Alliance proposes to construct and operate about 2.9 miles of 20-inch-diameter 

natural gas transmission pipeline (belowground) and associated facilities in Grundy County, 

Illinois.  Steel pipe would be procured typically in 40- to 60-foot lengths or joints, protected 

with an external coating applied at the factory (the beveled ends would be left uncoated for 

welding) and shipped to the Project site.  Associated facilities include one new natural gas 

metering and regulating facility (meter station)6 to be located at the interconnection of the 

pipeline and the Energy Center.  The meter station would include gas measurement and 

regulation facilities, an inlet filter separator and drain tank; a meter building; a gas 

chromatograph building; a control valve skid; an electrical/control building complete with 

satellite dish; and other required facilities and communication equipment necessary for 

remote operation of the facility.  The meter station would also include three small 

permanent buildings rising from 13 to 16 feet above ground elevation.  Other associated 

facilities include a ñpigò7 launcher and receiver; a new control and utility building referred 

to as the ñriserò site to be located at the interconnection of Allianceôs existing natural gas 

transmission system and the pipeline; related below and aboveground piping, valves, and 

cathodic protection.8  The riser site would include one permanent building that would rise 

about 14 feet above ground elevation.  Lastly, Commonwealth Edison Company would 

install electrical lines to provide electrical service to the proposed riser site and meter 

station.  The electric facilities are considered non-jurisdictional facilities.   

Beginning at its interconnection with the existing Alliance pipeline system 

(milepost [MP] 0.0), the proposed pipeline would extend south along an existing utility 

corridor before crossing under the Illinois and Michigan (I&M) Canal via a horizontal 

directional drill (HDD).  After crossing the I&M Canal (MP 0.2), the pipeline would cross 

under the Illinois River via a HDD (MP 0.4).  Once south of the Illinois River, the pipeline 

would extend south-southeast, terminating at the meter station site within the boundaries 

 
6 Meter stations measure the volume of gas removed from or added to a pipeline system at receipt 

and delivery interconnects.   
7 A ñpigò generally refers to a pipeline maintenance tool that is propelled through a pipeline in order 

to sweep the pipeline of any debris without impeding pipeline operation.  ñSmart pigsò are also 

used for pipeline safety inspections.  Pig launchers/receivers generally consist of a segment of 

aboveground piping, 20 to 30 feet in length, which tie into the mainline pipeline facilities below 

the ground surface.   
8 A cathodic protection system imparts a low-voltage current to the pipeline to offset natural soil 

corrosion potential should pipeline coating become damaged over the life of the pipeline. 
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of the Energy Center (MP 2.9).  About 1.2 miles of the proposed pipeline route (43 percent) 

would be collocated with existing utility rights-of-way.9   

The pipeline would be located near the Dresden Nuclear Generating Station and 

GEH Morris Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation, a nuclear waste storage facility.  

These facilities are addressed in the Reliability and Safety section of this EIS.  Figure 2.1-

1 below depicts the Project route and area.  Additional project mapping is available in 

Allianceôs application (FERC Accession No. 20210401-5552).10 

2.2 LAND REQUIREMENTS  

Installing the pipeline and associated facilities would require the temporary use of 

a construction right-of-way ranging in width between 75 and 110 feet.11  A total of about 

42.8 acres of land would be temporarily required to construct the proposed facilities.  

Specifically, Project-related activities would require the temporary use of about 42.3 acres 

of land to install the pipeline, of which about 6.3 acres of land would be required for use 

as additional temporary workspace (ATWS)12 and about 5.5 acres of land would be 

required for use as (12) temporary access roads.  In five instances, ATWS would be located 

within 50 feet of wetlands.  Alliance has justified the use of this ATWS, indicating they 

are necessary to support HDD activities, road crossings, and wetland crossings.  We find 

these to be acceptable.  No additional lands would be required for use as staging areas or 

contractor yards.  The Project would also require about 0.5 acre of land to construct and 

operate the aboveground facilities (riser site and meter station).  Following construction, 

Alliance would require the use of a 50-foot-wide permanent easement to operate the Project 

facilities.  The use of this easement would permanently encumber about 17.3 acres of land.  

Project-specific alignment sheets depicting Allianceôs land requirements were provided in 

its application and reviewed by Commission environmental staff.     

  

 
9 Collocation of a new easement can involve: a) abutting an existing easement; b) partially 

overlapping or sharing land within an existing easement; or c) siting a facility wholly within an 

existing easement.  The use, enlargement, or extension of existing rights-of-way is a means to 

reduce impacts on the environment. 
10 A ñGeneral Searchò of the Commissionôs eLibrary can be used to access information by accession 

number.  From the FERC website at www.ferc.gov, click on the eLibrary link, select a ñGeneral 

Searchò, and then using the drop down arrow in the first field, switch to ñAccessionò, and enter the 

accession number.    
11 Widths vary depending on equipment requirements and land use/condition.   
12 ATWS refers to additional workspace that is required to support specific construction activities 

such as HDDs, road crossings, railroad crossings, and other utility crossings.  ATWS may also be 

required during construction in response to inclement weather or other unforeseen circumstances.  

Should ATWS not described in this section be needed during construction, Alliance would be 

required to report and/or seek approval prior to use.   

http://www.ferc.gov/
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Figure 2.1-1 

Three Rivers Interconnection Project 

Project Area 



 

Description of the Proposed Action 2-4  

 

2.3 CONSTRUCTION WORKFORCE, SCHEDULE, AND PROCEDURES 

According to Alliance, constructing the Project would require a workforce of 50-

150 individuals generally working six days a week between the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 

pm for approximately four months.  Additionally, overnight work and work on Sundays 

may be undertaken depending on specific construction activity needs (HDD-related 

activities, hydrostatic testing, and tie-in welding).  Construction activities would 

commence upon receipt of all applicable permits and authorizations.   

Alliance would be required to construct the Project in accordance with all applicable 

federal permits, consultations, regulations, and guidance.  Specifically, Alliance would 

adhere to the Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations under 49 CFR 192 

(Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards).  

DOT regulations specify pipeline material selection; minimum design requirements; 

protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion; and qualification procedures 

for welders and operations personnel, in addition to other design standards.  Alliance would 

also be required to construct the Project in accordance with applicable state and local 

permits and conditions.   

During construction, Alliance would implement measures identified in its Erosion 

& Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP) to avoid and reduce impacts on the environment.  

Allianceôs E&SCP incorporates and is consistent with the FERC Upland Erosion Control, 

Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and 

Mitigation Procedures (Procedures).13  Other construction-related plans Alliance would 

implement include its Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC Plan), 

Best Practices Plan for Horizontal Directional Drill Operations (HDD Plan), and its 

Fugitive Dust Control Plan.  Commission staff has reviewed these plans and determined 

that they are acceptable.  Also, to ensure that Alliance adheres to its commitments to 

implement the measures contained in the aforementioned plans, we are recommending in 

section 5.0 that Alliance should follow the construction procedures and mitigation 

measures described in its application and supplements.  This EIS refers to these plans 

throughout the Environmental Analysis section.  These plans and other information 

provided by Alliance are available for public review (in docket no. CP21-113-000) via the 

Commissionôs eLibrary (FERC Accession No. 20210401-5552 and 20210730-5294), 

accessible from the Commissionôs website www.ferc.gov. 

 

13 FERCôs Plan and Procedures are baseline construction and mitigation measures developed to 

minimize the impacts of construction on upland areas, wetlands, and waterbodies. The FERC 

Plan and Procedures can be viewed on the FERC website at 

http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/plan.pdf and 

https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/procedures.pdf, respectively.  

http://www.ferc.gov/
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/plan.pdf
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/procedures.pdf
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Pipeline Construction Procedures 

According to Alliance, due to the limited length of pipeline to be installed and the 

unique nature of the Project which includes three HDDs (I&M Canal, Illinois River and 

Locke Road) and bores, road and railroad crossings, and other utility crossings, project-

related construction activities would be conducted by numerous, small, construction crews 

working simultaneously.  During the four-month construction period, crews would be 

actively working at multiple locations along the pipeline route to install the pipeline.  

Although the Project would not be conducted in the typical sequential manner common to 

natural gas pipeline projects, construction activities would be completed using industry-

standard practices and techniques as well as specialized pipeline construction procedures.  

Pipeline crews not conducting specialty crossings which are described further below, 

would generally install the pipeline using sequential, general pipeline construction 

techniques, which include survey and staking; clearing and grading; trenching; pipe 

stringing, bending, and welding; lowering-in and backfilling; hydrostatic testing; 

commissioning; and cleanup and restoration.  All pipeline installation activities would be 

conducted in accordance with Allianceôs E&SCP.     

Alliance has committed to coordinating the construction processes in such a manner 

as to minimize the total time a tract of land is disturbed.  However, it has been our 

experience that the duration required for certain construction activities can vary 

substantially due to equipment issues, staffing, weather, and other unforeseen 

circumstances.  Pipeline construction is a dynamic process often requiring in-the-field 

adjustments that modify or delay planned construction activities as well as construction 

procedures and techniques.  Certain delays could result in timing for pipeline fabrication, 

installation, and clean-up/restoration activities on any one property to run from a couple 

weeks to a couple months.  For example, unforeseen weather events and saturated soils 

may require the placement of additional timber mats to stabilize work areas and erosion 

control devices to further reduce the potential for erosion.  Drought and dry conditions may 

require the use of dust suppressants.  Therefore, we describe planned construction activities, 

but acknowledge that during construction an individual tract/landownerôs experience may 

vary from the construction procedures described below.    

In its application, Alliance describes the construction procedures its contractors 

would use to install the pipeline and associated facilities.  We have summarized these 

construction procedures herein. 

Survey and Staking 

After notifying landowners of upcoming construction activities, a crew would 

survey and stake the centerline of the pipeline, limits of the construction right-of-way, and 

ATWS.  Wetland boundaries and other environmentally sensitive areas would also be 

marked at this time. 
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Clearing and Grading 

Prior to the commencement of any ground-disturbing activities, Allianceôs 

contractors would coordinate with the Illinois one-call system to have existing underground 

utilities (e.g., cables, conduits, pipelines) located, identified, and flagged to prevent damage 

during construction.  Once this process is complete, construction work areas would be 

cleared of vegetation, rocks, and debris (if present).  Cleared vegetation and tree stumps 

would be chipped (except in wetlands) or hauled offsite to a commercial disposal facility.  

Any fences encountered would be cut and braced along the right-of-way and temporary 

gates would be installed, where necessary, to limit public access.   

Following clearing, the construction right-of-way and ATWS in agricultural areas 

and wetlands would be stripped of topsoil consistent with Allianceôs E&SCP.  Topsoil 

would be segregated from subsoil and stockpiled along the edge of the construction right-

of-way.  The construction right-of-way would then be graded to provide a level work 

surface to allow safe passage of construction equipment and other vehicles.  As necessary, 

temporary erosion and sediment controls (primarily silt fence) would be installed to reduce 

the potential for erosion.  Additionally, if necessary due to soil conditions and/or to ensure 

level workspace and efficient access, timber mats may be installed.  Matted workspaces 

and access roads would remain in-place throughout the duration of construction.  During 

construction additional timber mats and erosion and sediment controls may be installed.  

Lastly, access road entrances and other workspaces may be graveled to ensure safe access.    

Trenching 

Trenching would be conducted with rotary trenching machines, track-mounted 

backhoes, or other similar equipment.  Trench spoil would be deposited adjacent to the 

trench within the construction right-of-way.  The trench would be excavated to a depth, 

typically about five feet, that provides sufficient cover over the pipeline after backfilling.  

Sufficient back cover is generally 36 inches, but varies depending on land use and other 

site-specific characteristics.  If bedrock is encountered, trench depth may be decreased in 

accordance with DOT regulations.  Alliance anticipates that a portion of the pipeline 

installation would occur in areas containing bedrock.  Alliance would evaluate the most 

appropriate construction methods in these areas based on geotechnical reports and 

landowner requirements.  

Pipe Stringing, Bending, Welding, and Coating 

The individual joints of pipe would be placed along the excavated trench in a single, 

continuous line, opposite the trench spoil side.  Prior to line- up, and if required, selected 

joints would be field bent by hydraulic bending machines to allow the pipeline to follow 

the natural elevation changes and direction changes of the right-of- way.  Following 

stringing, the pipe joints would be carefully aligned and welded together using multiple 

passes for a full penetration weld.  Welding would be conducted in compliance with 49 

CFR, Part 192 and American Petroleum Institute Standard 1104 Welding of Pipelines and 
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Related Facilities.  Completed welds would then be visually and radiographically inspected, 

and all pipe welds would be coated in accordance with required specifications.  The coating 

would be inspected for defects and repaired, if necessary, prior to lowering the pipe into 

the trench.  Welds that do not meet established specifications would be repaired or removed. 

Once the welds are approved, the entire pipeline would again be visually and electronically 

inspected for any faults, scratches, damage, or coating defects.  Any damage would be 

repaired before lowering into the trench. 

Lowering-In and Backfilling 

Welded pipe sections would be lifted off the ground (temporary supports) and 

lowered into the trench by side-boom tractors or other suitable equipment.  Prior to 

lowering the pipe, the trench would be inspected to determine that it is free of rocks and 

other debris that could damage the pipe or the coating and to confirm that the pipe and 

trench configurations are compatible.  As necessary, concrete coating or bag weights would 

be utilized to provide negative buoyancy for the pipeline where near surface groundwater 

is present. 

After the pipe is lowered into the trench, the trench would be backfilled with 

previously excavated materials using bladed equipment or backhoes.  Rock excavated from 

the pipeline trench may be used to backfill the trench only to the top of the existing bedrock 

profile in accordance with Allianceôs E&SCP.  Excess rock that is not returned to the trench 

would be removed from the top 12 inches of soil in all cultivated areas (e.g., cropland, 

pastures, hayfields), or per landowner request.  Where the pipeline trench is established 

within bedrock, Alliance may use imported sand or soil to backfill the trench to offset the 

volume of bedrock removed from the construction right-of-way.  Segregated topsoil would 

not be used for pipeline padding.  Excess rock would be removed from the construction 

right-of-way and disposed of as construction debris in accordance with state and local 

regulations.  A small crown of soil may be left over the backfilled pipeline trench to account 

for any future settling that might occur. 

Hydrostatic Testing and Final Tie-in 

After backfilling, the entire pipeline would be hydrostatically tested in sections to 

ensure that the system is free from leaks and provides the required margin of safety at 

operating pressures.  Test segments would be capped, filled with water, and pressurized.  

Any loss of pressure that cannot be accounted for would be investigated.  Any leaks 

detected would be repaired and the segment retested. 

Water for hydrostatic testing may be sourced from local municipal suppliers or from 

the Illinois River, or from both, subject to necessary permits.  Internal test pressures and 

durations would be consistent with 49 CFR Part 192 and applicable permit conditions.  

Hydrostatic test water will contact only new pipe.  Hydrostatic test water would be 

discharged overland within or along the edges of the construction right-of-way into straw 

bale structures using energy dissipation devices to minimize erosion and sedimentation.  
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The water will be sampled during discharge, in accordance with the appropriate permits. 

For aboveground piping, a test medium will be needed as a freeze inhibitor to facilitate any 

hydrostatic testing that may occur during winter conditions (see Winter Construction 

description below).  

Once a segment of pipe is successfully tested and the hydrostatic test water has been 

discharged, the test cap and manifold would be removed.  The pipeline segment would then 

be cleaned and dried using a pipeline pig.  Once cleaned and dried, the pipeline would be 

welded to the adjacent tested pipeline segment via a final tie-in weld. 

Cleanup and Restoration 

After the completion of backfilling and earth disturbance activities, disturbed areas 

would be regraded and restored and any remaining debris would be removed and disposed 

of in compliance with applicable regulations.  Disturbed lands would also be reseeded in 

accordance with Allianceôs E&SCP and landowner agreements.  Lastly, markers showing 

the location of the pipeline at road crossings would be installed in accordance with 

applicable governmental regulations, including DOT safety requirements.   

Horizontal Directional Drill Crossings 

An HDD allows for the installation of pipe without the excavation of a trench by 

drilling a hole below the groundôs surface and then pulling a prefabricated section of pipe 

through the hole.  For this Project, HDDs would be used to install the pipeline across the 

I&M Canal, the Illinois River, and Lock Road.  In addition to the description below, HDDs 

are also discussed in the Geology and Surface Waters sections of this EIS. 

To begin each HDD crossing, a drill rig would be placed on the entry side of the 

resource to be crossed and a small pilot hole would be drilled along a predetermined path 

beneath the feature.  Electromagnetic sensors located on the tip of the drill bit would allow 

the operator to follow the sensor grid along the prescribed path.  Generally, a sensor grid 

path is created by hand-laying electric-grid guide wires along the pipeline centerline.  Other 

steering techniques may be employed, pending the selection of HDD contractors. 

Once the pilot hole is completed, the sensor grid would be removed, and the hole 

would be enlarged through a process called ñreamingò.  A reaming tool would be installed 

at the end of the drill string on the exit side of the pilot hole, and then drawn back to the 

drill rig to enlarge the hole.  Several reaming passes with progressively larger reaming tools 

may be required to enlarge the hole to a sufficient diameter to accommodate the pipeline. 

During the drilling and reaming processes, drilling fluids, typically consisting of 

water, bentonite, and other inert additives would be circulated through the hole to remove 

drill cuttings and maintain the integrity of the hole.  Once the reaming process is complete, 

a prefabricated segment of pipe would be attached to the drill string on the exit side of the 

crossing, and pulled back through the hole toward the entry side.   
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Pipe segments used in an HDD crossing would be hydrostatically tested prior to 

installation, and once installed, connected on either side of the crossing to adjoining 

sections of pipe.  The pipe segment would be hydrostatically tested a second time with the 

remainder of the pipeline system. 

Conventional Bores 

A conventional bore is a trenchless crossing method involving the installation of a 

short segment of prefabricated pipe through a horizontal hole bored below the ground 

surface to minimize surface impacts between the start and end points of the bore.  Where 

this crossing method is implemented (railroad and road crossings), equipment operating 

from pits excavated on either side of the crossing would bore a hole through the substrate 

beneath the feature to be crossed (typically a road, wetland, or waterbody).  The 

prefabricated section of the pipe is then pulled or pushed through the hole.  For longer 

crossings, sections of pipe may be welded into a pipe string before being pulled/pushed 

through the borehole.  

Wetland Crossings 

In wetlands, delineated wetland boundaries would be marked and woody vegetation 

would be cut at ground level and removed.  The pulling of tree stumps would be limited to 

the area directly over the trenchline unless it is determined that safety-related construction 

constraints require the removal of stumps from other workspace.  Temporary erosion 

control devices would be installed as necessary after initial disturbance of wetlands or 

adjacent upland areas to prevent sediment flow into wetlands.  Consistent with Allianceôs 

E&SCP, these devices would be maintained until revegetation of wetlands is complete.  

The top 12 inches of topsoil would be stripped from the area directly over the trenchline 

(except in standing water or in saturated conditions) and stockpiled separately from the 

subsoil.  Construction equipment operating in wetland areas would be limited to that 

needed to clear the right-of-way, excavate the trench, install the pipeline, backfill the 

trench, and restore the right-of-way.  Alliance may use concrete coating or bag weights to 

provide negative buoyancy for the pipeline when near surface groundwater is present.   

Once installation of the pipeline is complete, segregated topsoil would be placed as 

the upper horizon, materials such as timber mats would be removed, preconstruction 

contours would be restored to the extent practical, affected wetlands would be seeded to 

stabilize affected areas, and revegetation would be permitted to occur naturally.  Permanent 

erosion control measures, if necessary, would then be installed in accordance with Alliance 

E&SCP.  Where farmed wetlands are crossed, Alliance would construct the pipeline using 

the same methods as in adjacent farmed uplands.  This includes the segregation of topsoil 

in the same manner as the topsoil in agricultural lands. 

 

 



 

Description of the Proposed Action 2-10  

 

Winter Construction  

Anticipating constructing the pipeline in the winter, Alliance prepared a Winter 

Construction Plan (WCP).  Winter construction would be similar to non-winter 

construction, but requires greater coordination and must account for substantially different 

field conditions.  The WCP which would be implemented between November 1st and 

March 31st primarily addresses frozen soil conditions, and snow cover, management, 

storage, and removal.  The WCP can be found in Allianceôs application, appendix 1E 

(FERC Accession No. 20210401-5552).  We have reviewed this plan and find it acceptable.   

Snow may need to be removed from construction workspace to provide safe and 

efficient working conditions and to expose soils for grading and excavation.  Snow would 

also be removed where necessary along Project access roads to allow safe access to the 

right-of-way.  When snow removal is necessary, Allianceôs contractor would remove, 

blade, or pack snow on the working side of the right-of-way.  Snow removal from the non-

working or spoil side of the right-of-way would be limited, if topsoil segregation has 

already occurred.  Frozen topsoil stripping activities would be limited to equipment capable 

of accurately stripping variable depths of topsoil.  It may be necessary to make several 

passes with equipment mounted rippers in order to penetrate the frozen soil to a depth that 

ensures adequate topsoil segregation by the grading equipment.   

Prior to lowering-in the pipeline, the trench would be cleared of snow, to the extent 

practical.  Backfilling operations would immediately follow lowering-in, whenever 

possible, to prevent snow accumulations in the trench prior to backfill.  During backfilling 

operations, precautions would be taken to limit the mixing of snow with the backfill 

material.  The trench would be backfilled with non-frozen soils to the extent practical.  In 

the event that unfrozen soil is unavailable, the pipe would be padded with a 

crushing/screening bucket.  The trench would be backfilled with non-frozen soils first when 

possible, prior to running frozen soils through the crushing/screening bucket.  In the event 

that crushing/screening is not able to create suitable backfill material from frozen soils, the 

trench would only be backfilled to the extent needed to allow for the safe completion of 

hydrostatic testing, commissioning, and operation of the pipeline.  The final backfilling of 

the pipeline would be delayed until conditions no longer prevent backfilling of the trench 

with non-frozen soils.  Alternatively, if frozen soils are used for backfill in order to allow 

hydrostatic testing, commissioning and operation of the pipeline to occur, final restoration 

of the right-of-way would be postponed in those areas to allow the backfill soils to thaw 

prior to replacing the topsoil. 

Should hydrostatic testing occur during the winter, a test medium would be needed 

as a freeze inhibitor.  If a test medium is added and leaks are found, soil contaminated by 

the test media would be removed, the defect would be repaired, and the section of pipe 

retested until all required specifications are met.   
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Upon completion of hydrostatic testing, the test medium would be recovered in tanks and 

either recycled for use in the next test segment or disposed of at an appropriate wastewater 

treatment facility and/or according to applicable regulations. 

Aboveground Facility Construction 

Construction of the meter station and riser site would be conducted in a sequence of 

events beginning with site preparation, grading, preparing foundations, installing 

underground piping, erecting and installing buildings, installing aboveground piping and 

equipment, testing the piping, testing the control equipment, cleaning up the work area, 

covering the site with gravel, and installing a perimeter security fence.  Safety and control 

devices will be installed and tested prior to operation. 

2.4 ENVIRONME NTAL  COMPLIANCE AND MONITORING  

To ensure its compliance with its commitments, applicable permit requirements, 

conditions, regulations, and other environmental-related measures, Alliance would 

implement an environmental inspection program.  Alliance would use in-house personnel 

and contractors to monitor construction activities.  Prior to construction, Alliance would 

include, where appropriate, implementation details in its construction drawings and 

specifications.  Allianceôs selected contractors would receive copies of specifications and 

a Construction Drawing Package containing, among other things, pipeline drawings and 

construction specifications designated as being approved for construction, as well as 

environmental permits, certificates, and/or clearances.  Furthermore, environmental 

training would be provided to Alliance personnel and contractors whose activities may 

impact the environment during pipeline and facility construction.  The level of 

environmental training provided would be commensurate with the type of duties required 

of the personnel.  Training would be given prior to the start of construction and throughout 

the construction process, as needed.  The training program would address job-specific 

permit conditions, company policies, cultural resource procedures, threatened and 

endangered species restrictions, the E&SCP, all other Project construction plans, and any 

other pertinent information related to the Project.   

Allianceôs environmental inspection program would designate one environmental 

inspector (EI) whose responsibilities would be consistent with those outlined in the FERC 

Plan.  The EI would have stop work authority and the authority to order corrective action 

where activities violate federal and state permits and/or landowner requirements.  The EI 

would report directly to the Chief Inspector and would have peer status with all other 

activity inspectors.  In addition to the EI, all other construction personnel would be 

expected to play a role in maintaining compliance with permit conditions, requirements, 

and regulations.   

In addition to Allianceôs environmental inspection program, FERC staff or its 

representatives would maintain compliance oversight of the Project throughout 

construction and restoration and may conduct periodic inspections to ensure Allianceôs 
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compliance with its commitments and any conditions of a Commission order.  FERC 

environmental staff would also monitor regularly filed inspection reports, address 

compliance issues, and would have the authority to stop any activity that violates an 

environmental condition of a FERC Certificate.   

Variance Process 

During construction, it is not uncommon that minor route realignments and other 

workspace refinements may become necessary.  These changes could involve minor route 

realignments, shifting or adding new extra workspaces or staging areas, adding or 

improving additional access roads, or modifications to construction methods.  In order to 

ensure that any impacts of such actions are considered and addressed, we have developed 

a variance procedure for approving, modifying, or denying their use following any 

Certificate issuance.  In general, biological and cultural resources surveys were conducted 

using a survey corridor larger than that necessary to construct the facilities.  If Alliance 

requests to shift an existing workspace or requires a new extra workspace subsequent to 

issuance of a Certificate, these areas would typically (but not always) be within the 

previously surveyed areas.  Such requests would be reviewed using a variance request 

process.  Any Project modifications would be subject to review and approval from FERCôs 

Director of the Office of Energy Projects (Director of the OEP) or the Directorôs designee 

and any other permitting/authorizing agencies with jurisdiction.  All variance requests and 

any subsequent approval would be documented in the publicly available administrative 

record.   

Post-Construction Monitoring  

After construction, Alliance would conduct follow-up inspections of all disturbed 

lands and would continue monitoring areas until revegetation thresholds are met, 

temporary erosion control devices are removed, and restoration is deemed successful, 

based on the criteria defined in Section VII of the FERC Plan and Section VI.D of the 

FERC Procedures.  Restoration of upland areas would be considered successful if the 

density and cover of non-nuisance vegetation and surface conditions are similar to adjacent 

undisturbed lands, construction debris is removed, and proper drainage has been restored.   

In accordance with its E&SCP, Alliance would monitor the success of wetland 

revegetation annually for the first 3 years (or as required by permit) after construction or 

until wetland restoration is successful.  Wetland revegetation would be considered 

successful when the cover of herbaceous and/or woody species is at least 80 percent of the 

type, density, and distribution of the vegetation in adjacent undisturbed wetland areas or as 

compared to documented, pre-project conditions.   

If it is determined that the success of any of the restoration activities are not adequate 

at the end of the respective timeframes, Alliance would be required to extend their post-

construction monitoring programs and implement corrective actions as deemed necessary.   
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Additionally, we recognize that during and after construction, unforeseen issues or 

concerns may develop.  We are committed to ensuring that landowner issues and concerns 

received during and after construction are resolved in a timely and efficient manner. 

2.5 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE  

As described previously, Alliance would operate and maintain the Project facilities 

in compliance with DOT regulations provided in 49 CFR Part 192, the Commissionôs 

regulations in 18 CFR Part 380.15, and maintenance provisions of its E&SCP.  The 

proposed facilities would be unmanned, fully automated, and monitored remotely 24 hours 

per day, 365 days per year from Allianceôs Gas Control Center located in Calgary, Alberta, 

Canada.  Local personnel would perform routine inspections and checks of the pipeline 

right-of-way and facilities, including calibration of equipment and instrumentation, and 

scheduled and routine inspection and maintenance of equipment and grounds.  Operational 

testing would be performed on safety equipment to ensure proper function.  Corrective 

actions would be taken as necessary if issues are identified.  
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES   

As required by NEPA and Commission policy, we identified and evaluated 

reasonable alternatives to the Project to determine whether the implementation of an 

alternative would be environmentally preferable to the proposed action.  A reasonable 

alternative would meet the Projectôs purpose and would be technically and economically 

feasible and practical.  Specifically, we describe and evaluate system alternatives, pipeline 

route alternatives, and route variations in the following analyses.  We also evaluate the no-

action alternative as required by NEPA.  We did not identify or evaluate aboveground 

facility alternatives.  The riser and metering facilities are either proposed within existing 

right-of-way or within the boundaries of the Energy Center and their locations are anchored 

by those facilities.  

In its comments, EPA recommends: 1) that the EIS evaluate all reasonable 

alternatives consistent with CEQ NEPA regulations; 2) when selecting an alternative, the 

EIS should ensure robust climate resilience and adaptation planning are incorporated into 

project engineering and design; and 3) the EIS consider alternatives outside of the increase 

in fossil fuel related infrastructure that might also meet national needs.  As described above, 

we are evaluating all reasonable alternatives in accordance with NEPA and Commission 

policy which is consistent with CEQ NEPA regulations.  In regard to climate resiliency, a 

buried steel pipeline offers protection from the elements and impacts commonly associated 

with climate change including increased ambient temperatures, temperature and weather 

extremes, and rising sea levels.  Other forms of natural gas transportation such as tanker 

trucks or potentially rail cars would involve greater exposure to the elements.  Therefore, 

we conclude that a buried pipeline would ensure climate resiliency when compared to other 

reasonable transportation alternatives, and we do not address this issue further in this 

alternatives analysis.  In section 1.3, we address EPAôs comment concerning ñalternatives 

outside of the increase in fossil fuel related infrastructureò, stating that based on the 

Projectôs purpose, an alternative that does not involve the transportation of natural gas to 

the Energy Center is not a reasonable alternative.  Because the purpose of the Project is to 

transport natural gas from an existing pipeline system to a natural gas-fueled combined-

cycle power generation facility, a non-fossil fuel related alternative is not technically 

feasible or practical and is not considered further in this analysis.   

No-Action Alternative  

NEPA requires the Commission to consider and evaluate the no-action alternative.  

According to CEQ guidance, in instances involving federal decisions on proposals for 

projects, no-action would mean the proposed activity would not take place and the resulting 

environmental effects from taking no-action would be compared with the effects of 

permitting the proposed activity.  Further, the no-action alternative provides a benchmark 

for decisionmakers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the proposed 

activity and alternatives.   
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Here, under the no-action alternative, the environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed activity, as described in the Environmental Analysis section of this EIS, would 

not occur.  We have prepared this EIS to inform the Commission and stakeholders about 

the expected impacts that would occur if the Project is constructed and operated.  The 

Commission will ultimately determine the Project need and could choose the no-action 

alternative.  

 In its comments on the draft EIS, the EPA recommended that FERC describe 

whether the Energy Center could operate without the proposed pipeline.  According to 

Alliance, the natural gas supply requirements for the Energy Center could be served 

entirely through the existing NGPL transmission line, although the Project would provide 

increased supply diversity and reliability.  Therefore, under the no-action alternative, 

NGPL would likely support full load operation of the Energy Center using a comparable 

volume of gas.  We expect that downstream greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be 

similar in either scenario, with a similar volume of gas combusted at the Energy Center 

regardless of whether it is delivered entirely by NGPL, entirely by Alliance, or with some 

percentage provided by both. 

Pipeline Siting Alternatives Evaluation Process 

To ensure a consistent environmental comparison among alternatives and to 

normalize the comparison factors of alternatives and the proposed action, we generally use 

desktop sources of information (e.g., publicly available data, geographic information 

system data, aerial imagery) and assume similar right-of-way widths and general 

workspace requirements.  Where appropriate, we also use site-specific information (e.g., 

field surveys or detailed designs).  Our environmental evaluation of alternatives considers 

quantitative data (e.g., acreage or mileage) and uses common comparative factors such as 

pipeline length/distance, amount of collocation, land requirements, and resources amounts 

affected.  Our evaluation of the identified alternatives is also based on Project-specific 

information provided by the applicant; publicly available information; and our expertise 

and experience regarding the siting, construction, and operation of natural gas transmission 

facilities and their potential impact on the environment.   

Our evaluation considers impacts on both the natural and human environments.  

Additionally, in recognition of the competing interests and the different nature of impacts 

that sometimes exist (i.e., impacts on the natural environment versus impacts on the human 

environment), we also consider other factors that are relevant to a particular alternative and 

discount or eliminate factors that are not relevant or may have less weight or significance. 

We would generally consider an alternative to be preferable to a proposed action if 

three evaluation criteria were met, as discussed in greater detail below.  These criteria 

include: 
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1. the alternative meets the stated purpose of the project; 

2. is technically and economically feasible and practical; and 

3. offers a significant environmental advantage over a proposed action.  

The alternatives discussed below were reviewed against the evaluation criteria in 

the sequence presented above.  The first consideration for including an alternative in our 

analysis is whether or not it could satisfy the stated purpose of the Project.  A preferable 

alternative must meet the stated purpose of the Project, which is to provide as much as 210 

million standard cubic feet per day of natural gas to the Energy Center.   

It is important to recognize that not all conceivable alternatives can meet the 

Projectôs purpose and an alternative that does not meet the Projectôs purpose cannot be 

considered a reasonable alternative.  Many alternatives are technically and economically 

feasible but not practical.  Technically practical alternatives, with exceptions, would 

generally use industry-standard pipeline construction methods and techniques.  An 

alternative that would require the use of new, unique, or experimental construction 

method(s) may not be practical because the required technology is not available or is 

unproven.  Economically practical alternatives would result in an action that generally 

maintains the price competitive nature of the proposed action.  Generally, we do not 

consider the cost of an alternative as a critical factor unless the added cost to design, permit, 

and construct the alternative would render a project economically impractical.  Alternatives 

that do not meet the Projectôs purpose or are not technically/economically feasible or 

practical were not brought forward to the next level of review. 

Determining if an alternative provides a significant environmental advantage 

requires a comparison of the impacts on each resource as well as an analysis of impacts on 

resources that are not common to the alternatives being considered.  Alternatives that 

initially resulted in less than or similar levels of environmental impact were reviewed in 

greater detail.  An alternatives determination must balance the overall impacts and all other 

relevant considerations.  In comparing the impact between resources, we also considered 

the degree of impact anticipated on each resource.  Ultimately, an alternative that results 

in equal or minor advantages in terms of environmental impact would not compel us to 

shift the impacts from the current set of landowners to a new set of landowners. 

In the Environmental Analysis section of this EIS, we evaluate each environmental 

resource potentially affected by the Project.  Consistent with our conclusions, the value 

gained by further reducing not significant impacts when considered against relocating the 

route/facility to a new set of landowners was also factored into our evaluation.  The 

following discussion addresses alternatives that warranted further review and provide 

sufficient detail to explain why they were eliminated from further consideration or are 

recommended for adoption into the Project. 
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System Alternatives 

System alternatives would use existing, modified, or proposed natural gas 

transmission pipeline systems to meet the purpose of the Project.  Although modifications 

or additions to existing or proposed pipeline systems may be required, implementation of 

a system alternative would deem it unnecessary to construct all or part of the Project; for 

example, if adding pipeline on one part of the system could negate the need for new 

compression, or if in-trench replacement could be used instead of new permanent right-of-

way.   

Three existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline systems were identified 

in the vicinity of the Energy Center.  The endpoint or delivery point for the Project is fixed 

due to its purpose which is to provide natural gas service to the Energy Center.   

In its comments on the draft EIS, the EPA recommended consideration of whether 

the Energy Center would have access to the same quantity of natural gas without the 

proposed pipeline.  The NGPL natural gas transmission pipeline which crosses the Energy 

Center site has already been modified to provide service to the Energy Center.  Alliance 

indicates that the existing NGPL interconnect is designed to be a source of fuel to support 

full load operation of the Energy Center; the NGPL interconnect and the proposed Alliance 

interconnect could be used interchangeably, as needed, to ensure reliability and fuel 

security.  Further modifying the NGPL pipeline to provide an additional 210 MMcf/d of 

natural gas may be possible, but would require additional infrastructure and would 

subsequently impact the environment.  In addition, modifying the NGPL pipeline would 

not fully meet the objectives of the Project which in addition to supplying gas, is to supply 

natural gas from an additional source, thereby providing flexibility and reliability that 

would strengthen and optimize power generation (see Project Purpose and Need, section 

1.1).  Therefore, we conclude that this alternative would not meet the purpose of the Project 

and do not consider it further.    

Natural gas transmission pipelines owned and operated by the Midwestern Gas 

Transmission Company and the Northern Border Pipeline Company are located 4.9 miles 

(east) and 4.6 miles (north) of the Energy Center site, respectively.  Constructing pipeline 

laterals from these existing natural gas transmission pipeline systems to the Energy Center 

site would result in greater impacts than those of the proposed action.  Because the endpoint 

of the Project is fixed, alternative pipeline routes from either system would still require 

crossing the Illinois River and would traverse much of the same land affected by the Project.  

Additionally, as proposed, the Project would require the construction of 2.9 miles of 

pipeline, either system alternative would require a minimum of 4.6 miles of pipeline and 

likely more, resulting in the construction of an additional 1.7 miles of pipeline and 

associated environmental impact.  Therefore, we conclude that neither of these alternatives 

would offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action and do not 

consider them further. 
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Lastly, we did not identify any proposed natural gas transmission pipelines in the 

Project area that could be considered as a system alternative.       

Pipeline Route Alternatives and Variations 

A pipeline route alternative is an entirely different route than the proposed route, 

and a route variation involves a deviation(s) of the proposed route.  We identified and 

evaluated one route alternative, the West Route; and one route variation, the Central Route 

Variation to determine whether their implementation would be preferable to the proposed 

corresponding action.  These alternatives are described and assessed below and depicted in 

figure 3.0-1.  We note that pipeline route alternatives and variations are limited due to the 

presence of the Dresden Nuclear Generating Station, GEH Morris Independent Spent Fuel 

Storage Installation, and other existing industrial facilities to the east and west, and the 

Goose Lake Prairie Nature Reserve to the southwest.    

West Route Alternative 

The West Route Alternative was identified as an alternative route to get natural gas 

from Allianceôs existing system to the Energy Center.  This route alternative was evaluated 

to determine if its implementation would reduce impacts on the environment.  The West 

Route would originate along Allianceôs existing pipeline system near the Aux Sable 

Fractionation Facility, due west about 0.6 mile from the proposed origin point.  From its 

origin, the West Route would head due south for about 2.0 miles and then turn southeast, 

terminating at the Energy Center site.  The total length of the West Route would be about 

3.4 miles.  Additionally, the West Route would increase the distance between the pipeline 

and the Dresden Nuclear Generation Station.  The West Route would also involve crossing 

the Goose Lake Prairie Nature Reserve (see section 4.8 for additional discussion) alongside 

an existing utility easement for just over half a mile (3,163 feet).  The West Route would 

still require the crossings of the I&M canal and the Illinois River and would result in greater 

impacts on wetlands.  Therefore, given the greater length of the West Route, its crossing 

of the Goose Lake Prairie Nature Reserve, and the increased land requirements, disturbance, 

and impacts on the environment, we conclude this alternative does not offer a significant 

environmental advantage over the proposed route and do not consider it further.  

Central Route Variation 

The Central Route Variation deviates from the proposed route for approximately 

1.6 miles beginning at the point of origin along Allianceôs existing system.  The Central 

Route would be offset less than one tenth of a mile west of the proposed route, but would 

run parallel to the proposed route for 1.6 miles before rejoining the proposed route.  

Because the Central Route Variation only affects the northern portion of the proposed route, 

the resulting pipeline proximity to the Dresden Nuclear Generation Station in the southern 

portion of the route would remain unchanged.  This route variation was evaluated to 

determine if its implementation would reduce impacts on the environment.  Initially, and 

as depicted in the figure above, Alliance proposed a deviation beginning at a point west of 
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the proposed origin; however, in response to an environmental information request in 

which we sought to evaluate a variation beginning at the point of origin of the proposed 

route, Alliance provided additional information which we have incorporated into our 

evaluation.  The total length of the Central Route would be about 3.0 miles.  Due to its 

proximity to the proposed route segment, the Central Route variation would result in small 

differences in impacts (i.e., 38 feet less wetlands crossed, and 67 additional feet of forested 

land crossed).  Additionally, the Central Route would still require the crossings of the I&M 

Canal and the Illinois River and would still be near the Dresden Nuclear Generation Station.  

Therefore, we conclude this route variation does not offer a significant environmental 

advantage over the corresponding route segment and do not consider it further.       

Alternatives Conclusion 

As described above, we considered alternatives to Allianceôs proposal and conclude 

that no system, route, or other alternative would satisfy our evaluation criteria.  Therefore, 

we conclude that the Project, with our recommended mitigation measures, is the preferred 

alternative.  
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Figure 3.0-1 

Pipeline Route Alternative and Variation  
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS  

The following sections describe the Projectôs potential impacts on the natural and 

human environment.  Our description of the affected environment is based on a combination 

of information sources, including Allianceôs application and its responses to our requests for 

environmental information, scientific literature, regulatory agency reports, and stakeholder 

comments.   

In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that this EIS include temporary 

and permanent as well as direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.  Our analysis considers 

direct and indirect impacts on resources collectively.  This approach is consistent with our 

approach in previous analyses.  Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of this EIS. 

For the purposes of this analysis, we discuss four impact durations: temporary, short-

term, long-term, and permanent.  A temporary impact generally occurs during construction 

with an affected resource returning to a condition similar to that prior to construction almost 

immediately afterward.  A short-term impact could continue for up to three years following 

construction.  An impact is considered long-term if the resource would require more than 

three years to recover.  A permanent impact would occur if an activity modifies a resource 

to the extent that it would not be restored during the life of the Project.  For example, 

constructing and operating aboveground facilities would cause permanent impacts as the 

land use and visual character would not return to pre-construction (or similar) conditions.  

Permanent impacts may also extend beyond the life of a project.  When determining the 

significance of an impact, we consider the duration of the impact; the geographic, biological, 

and/or social context in which the impact would occur; and the magnitude and intensity of 

the impact.  The duration, context, and magnitude of impacts vary by resource and therefore 

significance would vary accordingly. 

Our impacts conclusions and determinations of significance are based on the 

successful restoration of affected lands.  The restoration of affected lands is a process, 

dependent on a number of factors and may be accomplished relatively quickly (1-2 growing 

seasons) or may require several years to complete.  Timely restoration of affected lands can 

be adversely affected by weather conditions such as drought or abnormal rainfall, landowner 

actions (e.g., physical changes to land use, cattle grazing), and/or third-party actions 

including non-project use/activities.  If initial restoration activities are unsuccessful, affected 

lands may exhibit uneven grades, ponding, rill erosion, inconsistent revegetation, and/or 

other adverse conditions that are not consistent with preconstruction conditions.  Some of 

these restoration issues may require additional attention by the applicant or may resolve 

themselves through normal land use practices and/or natural processes.  Ineffective 

restoration may result in unexpected impacts and the prolonging of impacts described in the 

following analyses.  
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If initial restoration activities are unsuccessful, Alliance, in consultation with the affected 

landowner and consistent with our environmental compliance monitoring and reporting 

requirements, would continue to assess, take action, and implement measures to ensure the 

successful restoration of the affected resources.  See sections 2.3 and 2.4 for additional 

discussion regarding restoration, environmental compliance, and monitoring.   

In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS consider ongoing 

and projected regional changes in climate, including trends in the frequency and severity of 

storms, precipitation, flooding, and associated erosion of river and stream banks.  Separately, 

the EPA has assessed indicators of climate change and summarizes this information in its 

Climate Change Indicators in the United States.14  Included in this summary is a conclusion 

that a larger percentage of ñheavy participationò events, in recent years, have come in the 

form of intense single-day events.  "Heavy precipitation" which refers to instances during 

which the amount of rain (or snow) experienced in a location substantially exceeds what is 

normal.  Intense single-day events can increase the risk and intensity of project-related 

impacts on the environment.  Based on our experience regulating the construction of 

interstate natural gas transmission pipeline projects, ñheavy participationò and intense single-

day events are not wholly uncommon, especially for projects in which construction spans 

several months, and it is reasonable to expect that one or more of these events may occur 

during a projectôs construction.  Predicting these and other extreme weather events is 

difficult; however, should an extreme weather event occur (ñheavy participationò or an 

intense single-day event), project workspaces could become inundated, spoil piles could 

experience some erosion, and erosion control devices could be overwhelmed.  Individually 

or collectively, these actions may result in off right-of-way impacts and would likely increase 

rates of erosion, turbidity, and sedimentation.  These impacts could in turn affect soil/slope 

stability, water quality, aquatic wildlife, and other environmental resources.  In addition, 

extreme 1-day precipitation events may lengthen the amount of time required to adequately 

restore the construction right-of-way.  If off-right-of-way impacts occur, Alliance would 

need to request additional approvals from FERC and affected landowners to access these off-

right-of-way areas to remediate the erosion and clean-up the sedimentation.   

The impacts of an extreme weather event(s) must be assessed and addressed in a 

timely manner by the company so as to avoid further impacts on the environment.  Should a 

project proponent fail to address these impacts in a timely fashion, the project would be out 

of compliance with the requirements contained within the FERC Plan.  Specifically, the Plan 

requires that project proponents inspect and ensure the maintenance of temporary erosion 

control measures within 24 hours of each 0.5 inch of rainfall.  The Plan then requires that the 

repair of all ineffective temporary erosion control measures occur within 24 hours of 

identification, or as soon as conditions allow.  Still, it should be noted that these measures 

ensure that once an incident occurs, it will be remediated.   

 

14 https://www.epa.gov/climate-indicators 
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The occurrence of an incident involving off-right-of-way sediment transport is more likely 

now than in the past based on the increase in extreme 1-day weather events and should be 

expected in regions that may experience these events, which includes the Project area.   

As described previously, the analysis contained in this EIS is based upon information 

contained in Allianceôs application and supplemental filings and our experience with the 

construction and operation of natural gas infrastructure.  However, if the Project is approved 

and proceeds to the construction phase, it is not uncommon for a project proponent to require 

modifications (e.g., minor changes in workspace configurations).  These changes are often 

identified by a company once on-the-ground implementation work is initiated.  Any Project 

modifications would be subject to review and approval from the Director of OEP, or the 

Directorôs designee, and any other permitting/authorizing agencies with jurisdiction. 

Baseline Environmental Trends and Planned Activities 

The Project would be located in the Central Corn Belt Plains Ecoregion which is 

composed of glaciated plains that were once largely covered by prairies.  In the early 19th 

century, uplands were dominated by tall-grass prairie with scattered groves of trees and 

marshes.  River valleys and moraines were mostly forested.  Subsequently, to make the land 

more suitable for cropland and settlement, extensive tillage and ditching were undertaken, 

and drainage systems were installed.  As a result, once abundant aquatic habitats have been 

modified, reduced in size, or eliminated, and nearly all of the original prairie has been 

replaced by agriculture.   

Additionally, and according to the Grundy County Comprehensive Plan, American 

westward expansion and migration led to a demand for easier transportation of raw materials 

and goods which in 1830 led to the Illinois & Michigan Canal that helped link the Great 

Lakes to the Mississippi River and the Gulf of Mexico.  The Illinois River, a key link in the 

waterway system, transformed nearby Morris, Illinois into a hub for construction workers 

and immigrants, as well as numerous grain elevators and warehouses.  Over the course of 

the twentieth century, Grundy County was home to agricultural and mining operations.  

Mining began in the 1860s and continued until 1974, with a focus on underground, shaft, 

and surface strip mining.  Today, Grundy Countyôs economy includes a variety of industries; 

about 78 percent of the countyôs land is used for agriculture with notable contributions from 

manufacturing and distribution operations, and large-scale energy production. 

A review of publicly available satellite imagery shows that the area surrounding the 

Project can be characterized as a combination of industrial facilities and utilities, suburban 

housing development, protected natural lands, interstate highways and state highways, and 

agricultural.  The Energy Center is under construction in the Project area and is expected to 

be complete in 2023.  The Energy Center will occupy about 30 acres of an 80-acre site.  It 

will use an air-cooled condenser design that is considered highly efficient and conserves 

water.  The relatively small amount of water that is needed for by the facility will be supplied 

by onsite wells.  According to CPV, the Energy Center will help displace older, less efficient 

power facilities in the region and will improve air quality.  Other notable existing industrial 
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facilities in the vicinity of the Project include the Dresden Nuclear Generating Station, the 

GEH Morris Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation, the Energy Center, Reichhold 

Chemical, Aux Sable Liquid Products, LyondellBassell MIO Complex, Equistar Chemicals, 

and Nouryon Surface Chemistry.  In 2021, there were discussions that the Dresden Nuclear 

Generating Station would be decommissioned; however, it continues to operate, and with 

the construction of the Energy Center, electrical power generation continues to be a 

substantial industry in the Project area.   

4.1 GEOLOGIC RESOURCES 

The Project is within the Till Plains section of the Central Lowlands physiographic 

province (Fenneman, 1946).  The Till Plains section is characterized by broad till plains, 

which are not eroded or are in a youthful stage of erosion (Illinois State Geological Survey 

[ISGS], 1948).  The Project is within the Kankakee Plain subsection, which is a level to 

gently undulatory plain with low morainic islands, glacial terraces, torrent bars, and dunes.  

Most of the region is poorly drained by shallow low-gradient streams that follow 

constructional depressions.  The overlying glacial drift is thick in some areas and in other 

locations the drift is thin and scarcely conceals the bedrock surface (ISGS, 1948). 

Geologic mapping indicates that the Project would cross upper Ordovician and 

Pennsylvanian age sedimentary bedrock comprised primarily of shale, limestone, and 

siltstone (Kolata and Graese, 1983; Illinois Basin Consortium Study 5, 2001).  Surficial 

deposits are mapped as river and stream floodplain and channel deposits, and glacial drift 

(ISGS, 2000).  Site-specific subsurface geology encountered during Allianceôs 

geotechnical investigations completed for Project HDDs is described below. 

Topography in the vicinity of the Project generally consists of level terrain with a 

gradual slope toward the Illinois River.  The greatest topographic relief is found within the 

central portion of the Project with elevations ranging from approximately 500 feet above 

mean sea level along the northern bank of the Illinois River to approximately 486 feet 

above mean sea level at the Illinois River crossing. 

Mineral Resources  

Based on a review of topographic mapping, aerial imagery, and state and federal 

database information, no active, inactive, abandoned, or permitted oil or natural gas wells 

or surface or subsurface mines were identified within 0.25 mile of the Project (ISGS, 2021; 

ISGS, 2022a; U.S. Geological Survey [USGS], 2011).  Therefore, we conclude the Project 

would not impact availability of or access to mineral resources.  
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Geologic Hazards 

Geologic hazards are natural, physical conditions that can result in damage to land 

and structures or injury to people.  Such hazards typically are seismic-related, including 

earthquakes, surface faulting, and soil liquefaction.  Geologic hazards discussed below also 

include landslides, ground subsidence (including karst terrain), and flood hazards.   

The shaking during an earthquake can be expressed in terms of the acceleration as 

a percent of gravity (g), and seismic risk can be quantified by the motions experienced at 

the ground surface or by structures during a given earthquake expressed in terms of g.  

USGS National Seismic Hazard Probability Mapping shows that for the Project area, 

within a 50-year period, there is a 2 percent probability of an earthquake with an effective 

peak ground acceleration (PGA) of 6 to 10 percent g; and a 10 percent probability of an 

earthquake with an effective PGA of 2 to 5 percent g being exceeded (USGS, 2018).  For 

reference, PGA of 10 percent g (0.1g) is generally considered the minimum threshold for 

damage to older structures or structures not constructed to resist earthquakes.  Since 1900, 

no earthquakes have occurred within 10 miles of the Project area (USGS, 2022).   

Further, modern pipeline systems have not sustained damage during seismic events 

except due to permanent ground deformation or traveling ground-wave propagation greater 

than or equal to a Modified Mercalli Intensity of VIII (similar to a Richter scale magnitude 

around 6.8 to 7.0) (OôRourke and Palmer, 1996; USGS, n.d.).  According to the USGS 

Quaternary Fault and Fold Database, no Quaternary-age faults would be crossed by the 

Project (USGS, 2020a).  As such, the risk of a significant earthquake damaging Project 

facilities is low and the risk of seismic ground faulting to occur is also low.  Similarly, 

because the Project area has a low potential for strong prolonged ground shaking associated 

with seismic events, the soil liquefaction potential is negligible. 

Based on Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soils series information, 

Project area soils are not anticipated to exceed slopes of 12 percent (NRCS, 2021).  

Therefore, we conclude that hazards from slope instability would be negligible. 

The Project would cross the 100-year floodplain (subject to inundation by the 1 

percent annual chance flood event) for the I&M Canal (between MP 0.38 and MP 0.41) 

and for the Illinois River (between MP 0.55 and MP 1.13).  No aboveground facilities are 

proposed in these areas; therefore, the Project would have indiscernible impacts on 

floodplain storage capacity.  The I&M Canal floodplain and approximately half of the 

Illinois River floodplain would be crossed by HDD with the pipeline installed at depths of 

up to approximately 65 feet below the beds of these waterbodies.  Alliance would also 

install concrete coating or bag weights, as necessary, to provide negative buoyancy for the 

pipeline in Project areas where near surface groundwater is present.  Therefore, we 

conclude the Project would not be significantly affected by flood or scour hazards during 

operation. 
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Ground subsidence, involving the localized or regional lowering of the ground 

surface, may be caused by dissolution of carbonate bedrock (i.e., limestone or dolomite), 

sediment compaction, oil and gas extraction, underground mines, and groundwater over-

pumping.   As described above, there are no subsurface mines or oil and gas wells within 

0.25 mile of the Project, and the Project overlies a consolidated aquifer that is not highly 

susceptible to subsidence from groundwater over-extraction.   

Based on geologic mapping and Allianceôs site-specific geotechnical investigations 

(completed for HDD design), the Project area is underlain by sedimentary bedrock, 

including limestone.  However, state and federal mapping have not identified karst 

expression (i.e., sinkholes) in Grundy County (ISGS, n.d.; ISGS, 2020; USGS, 2020b) and 

voids were not encountered in site-specific geotechnical boreholes.  The Project vicinity is 

generally underlain by glacial drift.  Where present, thick layers of glacial drift 

(approximately 50 feet) reduce the likelihood of karst development, as does the presence 

of impermeable to low permeability shales, claystones, and mudstones.  Therefore, karst is 

not anticipated to be encountered in the Project area. 

Based on the above assessment, we conclude that the impact from geologic hazards 

on the Project facilities during construction and/or operation would be minimal, and the 

Project would not have significant impacts on geologic resources. 

4.2 SOILS 

Construction activities such as clearing, grading, excavation, backfilling, and the 

movement of construction equipment within Project workspaces would affect soils.  Clearing 

removes protective cover and exposes soils to the effects of wind and rain, which increases 

the potential for soil erosion and sedimentation into sensitive areas.  Grading, spoil storage, 

and equipment traffic can compact soil, reducing porosity and increasing runoff potential.  

Excess rock or fill material brought to the surface during excavation and grading could hinder 

restoration and revegetation. 

Soil characteristics for the Project area were assessed using the NRCS Soil Survey 

geographic database (NRCS, 2021).  Soils were evaluated according to the characteristics 

that could affect construction or increase the potential impacts on soils during construction 

or operation.  These characteristics include farmland designation, erodibility, revegetation 

potential, depth to bedrock, and compaction potential.  A description of these soil 

characteristics within the Project area are listed in table 4.2-1.  Mitigation measures for these 

soil limitations are described below.   

 



 

Environmental Analysis    4-7  

 

Table 4.2-1 

Summary of Major Soil Limitations Crossed by the Project (acres) 

Facility  
Total 

Acres a 

Prime 

Farmland b 

Compaction 

Prone c 

Highly Erodible  
Poor 

Revegetation 

Potential f 

Shallow 

Bedrock g 
Water d Wind e 

Pipeline 

Permanent Easement 17.3 7.6 7.6 1.4 0.2 0.5 11.6 

Temporary Workspace 13.2 6.2 5.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 9.9 

Subtotal 30.5 13.8 13.2 2.1 0.2 0.5 21.4 

ATWS 6.3 4.0 3.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 3.0 

Access Road 5.5 2.6 2.5 0.2 <0.1 <0.1 4.2 

Meter Station 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 

Riser Site 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

PROJECT TOTAL h 42.8 20.9 20.1 2.7 0.2 0.5 28.9 

Sources: NRCS, 2021 

a/ The area affected includes the permanent pipeline right-of-way, temporary workspace, and additional temporary workspace. 

The soils data in the table does not include areas of open water. The values in each row do not add up to the total acreage 

because the soils may occur in more than one characteristic class or may not occur in any class listed in the table. 

b/ As designated by the NRCS. Prime farmland includes those soils that are considered prime if a limiting factor is mitigated 

(i.e., through artificial drainage). 

c/ Soils in somewhat poor to very poor drainage classes with surface textures of sandy clay loam and finer.  

d/ Soils in land capability subclasses 4E through 8E and soils with an average slope greater than 8 percent. 

e/ Soils with a WEG classification of 1 or 2. 

f/ Soils with a surface texture of sandy loam or coarser that are moderately well to excessively drained, and soils with an 

average slope greater than 8 percent. 

g/Soils that have lithic (i.e., hard, consolidated) or paralithic (i.e., soft, weathered) bedrock within 60 inches of the soil surface.  

h/ The numbers in this table have been rounded for presentation purposes. As a result, the totals may not reflect the sum of 

the addends. 

 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture defines prime farmland as land that has the best 

combination of physical and chemical characteristics for growing food, feed, forage, fiber, 

and oilseed crops.  Unique farmland is land that is used for production of specific high-value 

food and fiber crops.  In addition, soils may be considered of statewide or local importance 

if those soils are capable of producing a high yield of crops when managed according to 

accepted farming methods.  Construction activities in these areas would temporarily disrupt 

any ongoing agricultural activities for the duration of construction, with permanently 

impacted areas converted to industrial use.  Approximately half of the soils that would be 

disturbed by the Project are classified as prime farmland, including all soils affected by 

construction and operation of the aboveground facilities.   

 Based on the above analysis, we conclude that the majority of impacts on prime 

farmland would be temporary.  Permanent impacts on prime farmland would be less than 

0.01 percent of the total area of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance 
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within Grundy County.15  Therefore, permanent impacts on the availability of prime 

farmland and farmland of statewide importance would not be significant. 

 During construction, Alliance would implement measures outlined in its E&SCP to 

minimize compaction and rutting, including segregation of topsoil from subsoil in 

unsaturated wetlands and agricultural areas.  Alliance would also complete decompaction 

with mechanical means (e.g., paraplow) during restoration, if necessary.   

 Alliance anticipates that the pipeline trench within areas of shallow bedrock can be 

ripped/excavated using standard construction equipment without the need for blasting.  In 

agricultural areas and unsaturated wetlands, introduction of rock into topsoil would be 

minimized by segregating topsoil from trench spoil and replacing topsoil during cleanup 

and restoration.  In all Project areas, excavated rock would be used as backfill only to the 

top of the existing bedrock profile in accordance with Allianceôs E&SCP.  Additionally, 

Alliance would remove excess rock from surface soils disturbed by construction so that the 

size, density, and distribution of rock on the construction right-of-way is similar to adjacent 

areas not disturbed by construction. 

 Soil erosion potential is affected by the soil lithology, including mineralogy, grain 

size, texture, and organic content and is influenced by slope and exposure to erosion 

mechanisms.  Increased rainfall can result in increased erosion where vegetation has been 

cleared.  While the majority of Project area soils are not highly susceptible to erosion, 

clearing, grading, and equipment movement can accelerate the erosion process.  To 

minimize soil erosion, Alliance would implement measures, as specified in its E&SCP.  

Alliance would also adhere to its Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which would be 

prepared prior to construction in accordance with its state-issued General Permit 

Authorization to Discharge Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity under the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program. 

 Temporary erosion control measures, including interceptor diversions (e.g., slope 

breakers) and sediment filter devices (e.g., straw bales, silt fence, sediment basins), would 

be installed immediately following initial ground disturbance.  Best management practices 

such as routine wetting of the construction workspaces would be implemented in 

accordance with Allianceôs Fugitive Dust Control Plan to minimize wind erosion.  Alliance 

would use water provided in tanker trucks by third-party contractors as the primary means 

of dust control; however, magnesium or calcium chloride may be used as a dust control 

agent on access roads if application of water is not sufficient.  Alliance would inspect 

temporary erosion control devices on a regular basis and after each rainfall event of 0.5 

inch or greater to ensure proper function.  Temporary erosion control devices would be 

maintained until Project areas are successfully revegetated or permanently stabilized with 

gravel surfacing.   

 

15   Per the NRCS (2021), there is approximately 252,541 acres of prime farmland and farmland of 

statewide importance in Grundy County. 
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 Alliance would condition the construction right-of-way for planting, prepare a 

seedbed, and incorporate soil amendments, where necessary, at rates agreed to by the 

landowner or as specified in writing by an appropriate soil conservation authority.  

Application rates, material storage, and handling would be conducted in accordance with 

the manufacturerôs recommendation.  Seed mixes, planting densities, and application rates 

would be in accordance with recommendations of the Morris, Illinois NRCS Field Office. 

Soil Contamination 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends the EIS assess the potential 

for existing contamination in soils (and groundwater) in the project area and discuss actions 

that would be taken to address any contamination discovered during construction.  The 

EPA also recommends that the EIS describe best practices that would avoid accidental 

releases and respond to such releases.  Alliance reviewed state and federal databases to 

identify areas of known or likely contamination within 0.25 mile of the Project area.  No 

such sites were identified.  Project-related soil contamination resulting from spills or leaks 

of fuels, lubricants, and coolant from construction equipment would be minimized by 

Allianceôs adherence to its SPCC Plan, which specifies measures to minimize accidental 

spills of materials that may contaminate soils, and to ensure that inadvertent spills are 

contained, cleaned up, and disposed of as quickly as possible and in an appropriate manner.   

 The Project would result in minor permanent impacts on the availability of prime 

farmland; however, given Allianceôs proposed mitigation measures and that disturbed 

areas would be revegetated or otherwise stabilized with surface cover, we conclude that 

significant impacts on soil resources would not occur. 

 Additionally, the EPA recommends that the EIS disclose the likelihood of hazardous 

materials spill events based on similar projects that the Project proponent has undertaken.  

As described previously, constructing natural gas transmission pipelines is a dynamic 

process that can be influenced by numerous factors including existing environmental 

conditions, weather, construction methods, and contractors.  Environmental conditions are 

unique for each project and consequently, events that may have occurred on a previous 

project in another location do not necessarily inform the analysis of this project.   

EPA also requested that the EIS include any state-identified and FERC-identified 

best management practices to reduce potential non-point sources of pollution as 

commitments in the NEPA document.  Non-point source pollution in the context of 

pipeline construction can occur as a result of weather-induced sheet flow across 

construction workspace.  Allianceôs E&SCP includes measure to reduce erosion potentials.  

The State of Illinois has not identified other non-point source pollution or associated impact 

reduction measures.      
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4.3 WATER RESOURCES AND WETLANDS  

In its comments on the Project, the EPA makes several recommendations concerning 

water resources.  Specifically, EPAôs comments address HDDs, water quality, permitting 

compliance, mitigation banking, impaired waterbodies, waterbody crossings, drinking water, 

hydrostatic testing, and pre-cleaning.  These issues are addressed in subsequent discussions.   

Groundwater 

The Project would overlie the Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system, a thick sequence 

of hydrologically connected rocks.  This aquifer system consists of alternating layers of 

dolomite and sandstone and supplies much of the water demand in Grundy County.  The 

Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system is complex and multilayered, with major aquifers 

separated by leaky confining units (USGS, 1995).  In the Project area, the Cambrian-

Ordovician aquifer system is overlain by the Maquoketa Shale Group aquifer system, which 

is shallow and generally not considered as a source for moderate to large water supplies.  It 

is composed of impermeable to low permeability shales and dolomites.  A system of cracks 

and crevices in the dolomite portion of the aquifer provides water supplies adequate for small 

subdivisions and domestic use (USGS, 1995). 

Groundwater within the aquifers in the vicinity of the Project is considered marginally 

potable due to the extreme range of mineralization.  The groundwater can contain dissolved-

solids concentrations and associated high concentrations of sulfate and chloride which may 

limit its use for municipal and domestic purposes in some locations (USGS, 1995).   

There are no EPA-designated Sole Source Aquifers crossed by the Project (EPA, 

2020a).  The Project would cross the Goose Lake Prairie Class III (Special Resource) 

Groundwater Recharge area between approximate MP 1.4 and MP 2.6.  The Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) established standards for Class III: Special 

Resource Groundwater for groundwater that is demonstrably unique and suitable to more 

stringent water quality standards than would otherwise be applied.  The Goose Lake Prairie 

Class III groundwater contributes to the dedicated Goose Lake Prairie Nature Reserve, which 

is to the southwest of the Project area (Illinois Pollution Control Board, 2012).  The IEPA 

set a non-degradation standard for Class III resource groundwater which prohibits release of 

contamination to groundwater such that existing or potential use of the groundwater is 

precluded or such that treatment of groundwater is necessary for its continued use. 

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, each state is required to develop and implement 

a Wellhead Protection Program in order to identify the land and recharge areas contributing 

to public water supply wells.  Delineation of watersheds that contribute to public supply 

wells provide for the ability to protect the recharge areas to prevent the contamination of 

drinking water supplies.  According to the IEPA web mapping tool (IEPA, 2020), the Project 

overlaps with the wellhead protection area associated with a private, non-public community 

water supply well between MP 2.4 and MP 2.5.  To protect this water supply, the IEPA 

prohibits placement of new potential primary sources (i.e., treatment/storage facilities of 
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hazardous waste, municipal waste disposal sites, landfills, or aboveground storage of 

hazardous substances) within 1,000 feet of the associated well.  The Project, as a natural gas 

pipeline, does not qualify as a primary source or a new potential route of contaminants; 

therefore, the setback zone requirements do not apply to the Project, and there are no IEPA 

restrictions for the Project working within the wellhead protection area. 

Based on a review of ISGS database information (ISGS, 2022b), five water supply 

wells were identified within 150 feet of the Project area; however, Allianceôs subsequent 

interviews with landowners for these wells concluded that the identified wells are no longer 

present.  Communication with other landowners of properties crossed by the Project did not 

identify additional wells within 150 feet of proposed workspaces.  No springs have been 

recorded near the Project (Wetzel and Webb, 2007).  In addition, no springs were identified 

during the wetland delineation survey conducted by Alliance. 

 If identified prior to construction and with landowner approval, Alliance would 

conduct pre- and post-construction testing for water quality and yield for any water supply 

wells within 150 feet of the Project workspaces.  If a groundwater supply is adversely 

affected by the Project, Alliance would provide a temporary source of potable water and 

repair or replace the affected water supply. 

 The proposed pipeline would typically be buried 30 to 48 inches below the ground 

surface where standard open-trench construction methods are used.  Geotechnical 

investigations completed for Project HDDs did not encounter groundwater; however, based 

on logs for water wells in the Project vicinity, typical water-bearing aquifers within the 

Project area are approximately 100 feet below grade.  If trench dewatering becomes 

necessary, we expect any resulting changes in water levels and/or turbidity in these aquifers 

to be localized and temporary because water levels quickly re-establish equilibrium and 

turbidity levels rapidly subside.  The potential also exists for HDD drilling fluid to be lost 

to groundwater, resulting in a localized increase in aquifer turbidity.  However, inadvertent 

releases would not permanently impact groundwater quality within the Project area as the 

dissolved solids would be removed from the groundwater through natural filtration 

processes.  Further, Alliance states that any drilling fluid additives would comply with NSF 

International/American National Standards Institute 60 standards and other permit 

conditions, and would be non-toxic to biotic receptors.   

 An inadvertent spill or release of fuel or hazardous materials during construction 

could affect groundwater if not cleaned up appropriately.  To minimize the risk of potential 

fuel or hazardous materials spills, and to ensure any such spill is quicky identified and 

appropriately cleaned up, Alliance would implement measures described in its SPCC Plan.  

Alliance would also, as practicable, prohibit refueling and storage of hazardous materials 

within a 200-foot-wide radius of private wells and a 400-foot-wide radius of community 

or public wells. 
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 We conclude that by implementing the measures discussed above and as described 

in Allianceôs SPCC Plan, HDD Plan, and E&SCP, Project construction and operation 

would not result in significant impacts on groundwater resources. 

Surface Waters 

 The Project would be located within two hydrologic unit code (HUC) 12 

watersheds:  The Heidecke Lake-Illinois River watershed (HUC12: 71200050701) and the 

Kankakee River watershed (HUC12: 71200011809).  Both watersheds are located within 

the Illinois River basin.  There are no surface water intakes for public water systems located 

within 3 miles of the Project area and no waterbodies crossed by the Project are designated 

for domestic consumption.  Therefore, the Project is not expected to impact any public 

water supplies associated with surface water resources.  

 The Project would cross or otherwise impact four waterbodies, including two 

perennial waterbodies the I&M Canal and the Illinois River and two intermittent unnamed 

streams.  In its comments the EPA recommends the EIS include details on the widths of 

proposed stream crossings and discuss how the crossings would be accomplished ï 

directional drilling or otherwise.  Information associated with each waterbody crossing, 

including name, water quality classification, flow regime, crossing width, and crossing 

method is provided in table 4.3-1 below. 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA makes several statements and 

recommendations concerning surface waters including the use of HDDs, the Illinois River 

HDD, the crossing of impaired waters, impacts on water quality, compliance with Clean 

Water Act requirements, and hydrostatic testing.  We address these comments in the 

following discussion.   

Table 4.3-1 

Waterbodies Crossed by the Project 

MP Waterbody Waterbody 

Type 

Crossing 

Width (feet) 

State Water Use 

Designation 

Fishery Type Crossing Method 

0.38 Unnamed Stream (Stream 2) Intermittent 6 N/A N/A HDD 

0.40 I&M Canal a Perennial 75 N583 Warm water HDD 

0.98 Illinois River b Perennial 701 F582, N583, N585 Warm water HDD 

1.75 Unnamed Stream (Stream 5) Intermittent <5.0 N/A N/A Access Road 

N/A = Not applicable ï waterbody is not navigable and has not been classified by the State of Illinois; F582 = fully 

supporting aquatic life; N583 = not supporting fish consumption due to mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 

(Illinois River only), and fecal coliform (Illinois River only); N585 = not supporting primary contact due to mercury, 

PCBs, and fecal coliform. 

a/   The use designation and fishery type for the I&M Canal was not assessed at the location crossed by the Project.  

The assessment location for the I&M Canal is over five miles downstream from the Project crossing. 

b/ Assessment is for the section of the Illinois River that is crossed by the Project. 



 

Environmental Analysis    4-13  

 

 Alliance would cross the I&M Canal and the Illinois River via HDD and as such 

would avoid directly impacting these waterbodies.  Stream 2 would also be crossed via 

HDD and Stream 5 would be crossed by an access road via a temporary bridge or temporary 

rock flume crossing.  As such, instream work would also be avoided in these waterbodies.  

Furthermore, best management practices (BMPs) would be installed to prevent storm water 

runoff from the construction areas adjacent to Stream 5 from entering the waterbody.  Any 

impacts on this waterbody would be localized and temporary.  Alliance would remove the 

temporary bridge or rock flume crossing following Project completion, and disturbed areas 

would be restored. 

Sensitive Surface Waters 

 The Illinois River and the I&M Canal are designated as Section 10 Navigable 

Waters.  Alliance would obtain section 10 authorizations for these two crossings from the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE).  Clean Water Act (CWA) section 303(d) requires 

that each state review, establish, and revise water quality standards for all surface waters 

within each state.  State classification systems develop monitoring and migration programs 

to ensure that water standards are attained as designated.  Waters that fail to meet their 

designated beneficial use are considered as impaired and are listed under a stateôs 303(d) 

list of impaired waters.  According to the IEPA the segment of the Illinois River that would 

be crossed is listed as impaired for mercury, polychlorinated biphenyl, and fecal coliform.  

This section of the Illinois River does not have a total maximum daily load established.  

Additionally, a portion of the I&M canal is designated as contaminated by the IEPA, but 

this segment is located approximately five miles downstream of the Project crossing.   

 The Illinois River and the I&M Canal are identified as Illinois Public Waters.  

Alliance would request coverage under the Statewide Permit No. 8 from the Illinois 

Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) for the crossing of these two waterbodies. 

Floodplain Hazard Impacts 

 The Project would cross a Federal Emergency Management Agency 100-year 

floodplain associated with the I&M Canal between mileposts 0.38 and 0.41 and with the 

Illi nois River between mileposts 0.50 and 1.13.  Through these areas, the pipeline would 

be constructed via HDD and no aboveground facilities would be constructed within either 

floodplain.  Outside of the Illinois River and I&M Canal crossings, the proposed route 

would traverse an Area of Minimal Flood Hazard (Federal Emergency Management 

Agency, 2020). 

Water Use 

 Hydrostatic test water and HDD water would be obtained from the Illinois River or 

purchased from a local municipal source.  A listing of the surface water sources for each 

hydrotest segment or HDD along with proposed withdrawal volumes is provided in table 

4.3-2 below.   
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Table 4.3-2 

Estimated Water Needs, Pumping, and Discharge Rates for  Hydrostatic Testing 

 

Facility  Source 
Volume of Water Needed 

for  Hydrostatic Testing 

(gallons) 

Volume of Water Needed 

for  HDD Drill  Mud 

(gallons) 

Pipeline 
Illinois River or 

Municipal Water 
260,000 N/A 

I&M  Canal HDD 
Illinois River or 

Municipal Water 
20,000 115,000 

Illinois River HDD 
Illinois River or 

Municipal Water 
37,000 210,000 

Lock Road HDD 
Illinois River or 

Municipal Water 
20,000 115,000 

N/A = not applicable 

 

 Water withdrawals would be conducted at a pumping rate of up to 1,000 to 1,500 

gallons per minute from surface waterbodies and Alliance would report the withdrawal to 

the Illinois Water Inventory Program as required.  For any water sourced from the Illinois 

River, impact mitigation measures such as screening and elevation or floating to prevent 

impingement and entrainment of aquatic species and to prevent the intake of any bottom 

sediment would be implemented.  Water would be discharged overland or along the 

construction right-of-way into straw bale structures using energy dissipation devices.  The 

water would be discharged at a maximum rate of 5,000 gallons per minute and would be 

sampled during discharge in accordance with any applicable permits.  The I&M Canal 

would not be used as a source of water for Project-related activities.     

 If necessary, Alliance would use municipal water or surface water resources to 

suppress dust.  The amounts of water required for dust control would vary based on weather 

conditions at the time of construction. 

 As described previously, the Illinois River is listed as impaired for mercury, 

polychlorinated biphenyl, and fecal coliform.  As Alliance includes the possible use of this 

waterbody as a source for hydrostatic testing water, HDD drilling fluids, and possibly water 

for dust suppression, there is the potential for contamination to spread if the water is 

discharged into the surrounding environment.   

 In comments on the draft EIS, Alliance stated that the impairments for mercury, 

polychlorinated biphenyl, and six organic compounds are specifically related to fish 

consumption use and that the fecal coliform impairment is specific to primary contact with 

the water which includes prolonged and intimate contact with water.  As the water would 

be discharged overland into straw bale structures, Alliance states that the withdrawal and 

disposal would not exacerbate the existing impairment or expose humans to impaired 

waters for prolonged amounts of time.   
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However, we do not find this justification sufficient as the contaminated water may be in 

contact with humans, vegetation, and wildlife within the Project area and may be 

discharged in a way that it is not returned to the Illinois River either through surface runoff 

or into the groundwater by soil percolation; therefore, we recommend that:  

¶ Prior to construction, Alliance should file with the Secretary, for review 

and written approval by the Director of OEP, or the Director’s designee, 

a plan to test any water withdrawn from the Illinois River for 

environmental contaminants prior to use (for HDD drilling fluid or 

fugitive dust control)  and prior to discharge (for hydrostatic test water).  

This plan should include a discussion of water discharge or disposal 

procedures based on applicable effluent standards or limitations for 

mercury, polychlorinated biphenyl, and fecal coliform that are listed as 

impairments for the waterbody.   

I&M Canal and Illinois River HDDs 

 As described above and in section 2.3 of this EIS, the HDD method would be used 

to cross the I&M Canal, Illinois River, and Stream 2.  The I&M Canal HDD would be 

about 1,175 feet in length with a maximum depth of approximately 65 feet below the bed 

of the canal.  The Illinois River HDD would be about 2,183 feet in length with a maximum 

depth of approximately 66 feet below the bed of the river.   

 The length of an HDD alignment, pipeline diameter, and subsurface material are 

factors in the technical feasibility of an HDD installation.  Subsurface conditions that can 

affect the feasibility of an HDD include excessive rock strength and abrasiveness, 

unconsolidated gravel and boulder materials, poor bedrock quality, solution cavities and 

artesian conditions.  It is also possible for HDD pipe installations to fail, primarily due to 

encountering unexpected geologic conditions such as transitioning from coarse 

unconsolidated materials into bedrock or if the pipe were to become lodged in the hole 

during pullback operations.  To characterize subsurface geology and to investigate the 

feasibility of successfully utilizing the HDD method for the Project, Alliance drilled two 

geotechnical borings to depths of 90.5 and 114 feet below the ground surface along the 

I&M Canal alignment, and three geotechnical borings to depths between 93 and 135.5 

depth below the ground surface along the Illinois River alignment.   

 Subsurface conditions at both crossings generally consisted of surficial soils 

containing minor gravel overlying limestone and claystone/mudstone bedrock.  Rock 

quality was generally fair to excellent below the top 10 to 25 feet of poor quality, weathered 

bedrock.  Bedrock was encountered in geotechnical borings for the I&M Canal at 

approximately 5 feet below grade, and for the Illinois River at depths between 12 and 18 

feet below grade.  Groundwater was not encountered in any boring at the time of 

exploration. 
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 Given that the majority of both drills would be within bedrock, Allianceôs 

geotechnical contractor completed qualitative hydraulic fracture assessments, determining 

that the risk of hydraulic fracture and drilling fluid surface release would generally be low 

where alignments are within limestone bedrock, including beneath the I&M Canal and the 

Illinois River.  Where the profile is within the claystone/mudstone bedrock and as the 

profile advances closer to the exit point, it is anticipated that the risk of inadvertent returns 

would be greater.   

 To ensure successful completion of both HDD crossings, Allianceôs geotechnical 

contractor provided various recommendations which include, but are not limited to: 

guidance tool selection, determinations on use of casing, planning for hole flush conditions 

due to elevation change at the Illinois River crossing, and planning for/addressing for 

transitioning between soil/bedrock interfaces and transitions from softer to harder rocks 

along the alignment.  Allianceôs geotechnical contractor determined that there is a high 

probability of success for the completion of both drills provided that recommendations and 

considerations resulting from their investigations were adequately addressed.  We agree.  

In its comments on the draft EIS, Alliance filed descriptions of how the recommendations 

of its geotechnical contractor would be incorporated into its construction plans.  For certain 

recommendations (for example, regarding guidance tool selection and planning for hole 

flush conditions), Alliance stated it would address these recommendations in Project-

specific drill plans.  Certain other recommendations (including contingency crossing plans, 

and planning for transitions between soil/bedrock interfaces) were not addressed.   Because 

Alliance has not filed its referenced Project-specific drill plans or contingency crossing 

plans, we recommend that: 

¶ Prior to HDD construction, Alliance should file with the Secretary, for 

review and written approval by the Director of OEP, or the Director’s 

designee, its Project-specific drill  plans for the I&M Canal HDD and the 

Illinois River HDD , that incorporate the recommendations of its 

geotechnical contractor, as presented in Alliance’s filed Geotechnical 

Engineering and Horizontal Directional Drill Design Services reports 

for both HDDs (dated December 1, 2021), including recommendations 

regarding guidance tool selection, contingency crossing plans, hole flush 

conditions, and planning for transitions between soil/bedrock interfaces.   

 As described previously, HDD crossings generally avoid or minimize impacts on 

surface waters.  HDDs also avoid disturbing the bed and banks of waterbodies and 

minimize ground disturbance to streams and the land surface between the entry and exit 

points of the crossing.   

 An HDD requires the use of drilling fluids under pressure.  Drilling fluids are 

pumped into the bore during the HDD installation process.  The exact mixture of fluids is 

typically determined by the HDD contractor based on the anticipated and actual 

geotechnical materials encountered within the bore and the performance of the drilling 



 

Environmental Analysis    4-17  

 

equipment as the drilling process progresses.  Drilling fluids are typically a mixture of 

freshwater and bentonite.  Typically, the drilling fluid contains no more than 5 percent 

bentonite (95 percent freshwater).  Alliance has stated that the HDD contractor would 

utilize drilling fluid additives that are non-petrochemical based, non-hazardous, and 

deemed acceptable by the permit conditions.  A list of the specific drilling additives to be 

used for the Project would be submitted to FERC prior to construction along with the 

associated safety data sheets. 

 Alliance has prepared a Best Practices Plan for Horizontal Directional Drill 

Operations that outlines specific procedures and methods for addressing an inadvertent 

release of drilling mud.  This plan includes procedures for monitoring, detection, isolating, 

stopping, and clean-up of inadvertent releases, as well as making necessary agency 

notifications.  Furthermore, Alliance would stage equipment for in-water BMPs including 

silt curtains, coffer dams, straw bales, and other equipment near each HDD crossing to be 

deployed in the event of an inadvertent release and would have workers walk the drill path 

to visually inspect for inadvertent releases.  Alliance would also install BMPs prior to the 

start of each HDD to prevent sediment from graded construction work areas from entering 

waterbodies. 

 To minimize the risk of potential fuel or equipment fluid spills, Alliance has 

developed an acceptable SPPC Plan, which would be implemented throughout the duration 

of construction.  Alliance would also install silt fence, silt traps, sediment basins, and/or 

lined ditches to mitigate surface runoff where appropriate.  Any dewatering necessary 

would occur into appropriate BMPs and would be managed to not discharge into surface 

waters where possible.    

 Once construction is complete, Alliance would restore disturbed construction work 

areas to approximate pre-construction contours and drainage patterns.  Alliance would 

restore areas to reestablish flood storage capacity and surface flow patterns in floodplain 

areas and would restore vegetation in adherence with its E&SCP.   

 Constructing and operating the Project could impact crossed waterbodies; however, 

with the implementation of the mitigation measures discussed above and Allianceôs 

adherence to our recommendations, we conclude that the Project would not significantly 

impact surface waters. 

Wetlands 

 Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a 

frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, 

a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions, commonly 

known as hydrophytic vegetation (COE, 1987).  Wetlands are regulated under Section 404 

of the CWA.  Section 404 establishes standards to evaluate and reduce impacts on wetlands 

under the jurisdiction of the COE.  Wetland impacts authorized under Section 404 also 

require state water quality certification under Section 401 of the CWA.  Water quality 
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certification was delegated to state agencies with review by the EPA.  Alliance conducted 

field delineations in 2021 to identify wetlands crossed by the Project.  Field delineations 

were conducted in accordance with methods defined in the COE Wetlands Delineation 

Manual (COE, 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 

Delineation Manual: Midwest Region, Version 2.0 (COE, 2010).   

 Wetlands identified within the Project area include palustrine forested complexes 

(PFO), one palustrine scrub-shrub wetland (PSS), three palustrine emergent wetlands 

(PEM) and one PFO/PSS wetland.  Table 4.3-3 below identifies each wetland that would 

be affected by the Project as identified during field delineations.  

 

Table 4.3-3 

Wetlands Crossed by the Project 

 

Unique 

Wetland 

Identifier  

MP In  MP Out 

Field- 

delineated 

Wetland 

Type 

Area Affected 

by 

Construction 

(acres) 

Area Affected 

by Operation 

(acres) 

Pipeline 

Centerline 

Crossing Length 

(feet) a 

Crossing Method 

Wetland 1 0.1 0.4 PFO; PEM 1.7 1.0 942 Open Cut 

Wetland 4 0.5 0.5 PFO; PEM 0.00 b 0.00 b 41 HDD 

 1.8 1.9 PSS; PEM   271 HDD 

Wetland 6 2.1 2.2 PSS 0.7 c 0.5 c 174 Open Cut 

 2.4 2.5 PEM   271 Open Cut 

Wetland 7 2.2 2.2 PSS 0.2 0.0 
Not Crossed by 

Centerline 

Workspace 

Impactsï Not 

Crossed by 

Centerline 

Wetland 8 2.7 2.8 PEM 1.1 0.7 631 Open Cut 

Total 3.7 2.3 2,330  

PFO = palustrine forested; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub; PEM=palustrine emergent;    MP = Milepost 

a/ There will be no permanent loss of wetlands as a result of construction or operation of the Project.  Operational 

mowing will occur in PFO and PSS wetlands to maintain the 50-foot-wide permanent easement in an herbaceous 

state. PEM wetlands will not be mowed. 

b/ Impacts on Wetland 4 will  be avoided via HDD and clearing of the permanent easement during operations will  

not occur. 

c/ impacts on the parts of Wetland 6 within the Lock Road HDD will  be avoided and clearing of the permanent 

easement within the HDD segment during operations will  not occur. 

 

PEM wetlands are characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous hydrophytes with 

vegetation dominated by perennial plants.  Alliance noted the following species during the 

wetland delineations: 

¶ Phalaris arundinacea (reed canary grass) 

¶ Typha augustafolia (narrow leaf cattail) 

¶ Phragmites australis (common reed) 
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¶ Salix nigra (black willow) 

¶ Cornus sericea (redosier dogwood)  

The PSS wetland cover type includes areas that have woody plants less than three 

inches diameter at breast height and that are greater than or equal to 3.28 feet tall.  

Representative vegetation in the Project area includes:  

¶ Salix nigra (black willow) 

¶ Populus deltoides (cottonwood) 

¶ Cornus sericea (redosier dogwood) 

¶ Schoenoplectus pungens (common three-square) 

¶ Phalaris arundinacea (reed canary grass) 

PFO wetlands consist of woody plants more than three inches diameter at breast 

height and that are greater than 3.28 feet tall.  Vegetation within the Project area consists 

of: 

¶ Maclura pomifera (Osage orange) 

¶ Populus deltoides (cottonwood) 

¶ Acer negundo (box elder) 

¶ Fraxinus pennsylvanica (green ash) 

¶ Ulmus Americana (American elm) 

 As described previously, Alliance would install the pipeline through wetlands in 

accordance with its E&SCP.  Constructing through wetlands could result in soil mixing, 

compaction, erosion, and sedimentation.  During construction, failure to segregate topsoil 

would result in the mixing of the topsoil with the subsoil.  This disturbance could result in 

reduced biological productivity or modify chemical conditions in wetland soils that could 

affect the reestablishment and natural recruitment of native wetland vegetation.  

Construction activities would also temporarily and permanently impact wetland vegetation 

and habitats, and could temporarily impact wetland soils characteristics, hydrology, and 

water quality.  The effects on wetland vegetation would be greatest during and immediately 

following construction of the Project.   

 Emergent wetlands are expected to recover vegetative cover in a relatively short 

period (typically within 1 to 2 years) after the Project is installed.  Scrub-shrub wetlands 

would take longer to regain a structure similar to pre-construction conditions and some 

areas would be maintained in an herbaceous state (10-foot-wide corridor centered over the 
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pipe) for operations.  As such, approximately 0.1 acre of PSS wetlands would be converted 

to PEM wetlands.  In forested wetlands, the impact of construction would be much longer 

due to the time needed to regenerate a forest community.  In addition, as previously 

mentioned, Alliance would maintain a 10-foot-wide corridor over the pipeline in an 

herbaceous state and trees within 15 feet of the pipeline with roots that could compromise 

the integrity of the pipeline coating would be selectively cut and removed.  As a result, 

approximately 0.14 acre of PFO wetlands would be permanently converted to a 

combination of PEM and PSS wetland.  It should be noted, where the HDD method is used, 

the area between the entry and exit locations would not be cleared. 

 To reduce potential impacts on wetlands from the release of fuels, lubricants, or 

potentially toxic materials during construction, Alliance would implement measures 

described in its SPCC Plan including restricting refueling and storage of hazardous 

materials within 100 feet of wetlands during construction.  In addition, any concrete coating 

activities would occur a minimum of 100 feet from wetlands. 

 Following construction, wetland soils would be restored to their approximate 

original profile.  To minimize impacts on subsurface and surface hydrology, trench plugs 

would be installed at the entrance and exit of the pipeline through the wetland to ensure the 

wetland is not drained along the pipeline.  Wetlands would also be allowed to revegetate 

naturally as native seed banks would be retained in segregated topsoil. 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS provide 

information and analysis adequate to support compliance with CWA Section 404(b)(1) 

Guidelines, including alternatives and mitigation sequencing requirements.  As indicated 

in table 1.4-1, Alliance has applied to the COEôs Rock Island District for a Regional 

General Permit 44.  Obtaining this permit would satisfy Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  

Alliance would be required to adhere to all federal and state regulations concerning work 

in or near wetlands.  Furthermore, in response to a staff environmental information request, 

Alliance indicated that it has proposed to the COE to satisfy compensatory mitigation 

requirements through the purchase of mitigation credits from the nearby Afton South 

Prairie Wetland Mitigation Bank.  The EPA also recommends that this EIS include a 

rationale for the decision to use HDDs to cross some wetlands and not others (see table 

4.3-3).  The wetlands that would be crossed by the HDDs are wetlands associated with or 

in close proximity to the I&M Canal and the Illinois River.  As described in this section, 

impacts on wetlands are minor. 

 Permanent impacts on wetlands would include the conversion of forested wetlands 

to scrub-shrub or emergent wetlands within the maintained permanent pipeline easement.  

However, this is limited to only 0.14 acre of PFO wetlands that would be permanently 

converted to a combination of PEM and PSS wetland.   
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 In addition, long-term to permanent impacts on woody vegetation would occur as it 

may take several decades for the vegetation to reach maturation within the temporary 

workspace that is cleared for construction.  Construction would affect about 3.7 acres of 

wetlands and operations would permanently impact a total of about 2.3 acres of wetlands.  

While long-term and permanent effects on wetlands would occur, adherence to Allianceôs 

E&SCP would reduce these effects.  Therefore, we conclude that impacts on wetlands 

would not be significant. 

4.4 FISHERIES AND AQUATIC RESOURCES 

As described above, the Project would cross the I&M Canal and the Illinois River, 

and affect areas within the Illinois River watershed.  Waterbodies that would be crossed by 

the Project provide habitat for warmwater fish including black crappie; bluegill; brown 

bullhead; channel catfish; largemouth bass; sauger; walleye; white bass; and white crappie.   

Among its many uses, the Illinois River supports commercial and recreational fishing; 

however, commercial fishing is prohibited in the portion of the river that would be crossed 

by the Project.  The closest area where commercial fishing is allowed on the river is 50 miles 

from the Project.  Additionally, water from the Illinois River is transferred to Heidecke Lake, 

approximately 1.4 miles downstream (west) of the Project area, where trophy fishing for 

largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, striped bass, channel catfish, walleye, and pure and tiger 

muskie occur.  Recreational fishing also occurs in the waters of the I&M canal.  However, 

the nearest known prominent recreational fishing location, where IDNR stocks the canal is 

43 miles west of the Project.    

There are no fisheries of special concern or Essential Fish Habitat within the 

waterbodies that would be crossed by the Project.  Three state listed threatened or endangered 

aquatic species are known to occur in proximity to the Project and are discussed further in 

section 4.6. 

The Project would cross the Illinois River ï Dresden Illinois Natural Areas Inventory 

(INAI) Site.  INAI Sites include high quality natural areas, endangered species habitat, and 

other significant natural features and are discussed further in section 4.6.  In comments on 

the Project, the IDNR recommends that Alliance implement measures to avoid any potential 

impacts that could result from the HDD crossing including:  

¶ following all necessary precautions and regulations regarding pipeline 

crossings in rivers and streams with routine maintenance inspections of the 

pipe and safety systems; 

¶ implementing a frac-out (inadvertent release) contingency plan that includes 

immediate reporting of any unintentional HDD discharges to appropriate 

agencies and the IDNR; 
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¶ ensuring that any water withdrawals from a waterbody for hydrostatic testing 

be returned to the waterbody of origin to avoid dispersing invasive species 

and aquatic diseases in accordance with Title 17 Illinois Administrative Code 

Part 875; and   

¶ using appropriate screens on pumps to prevent aquatic life entrainment and 

impingement. 

The use of HDDs to cross the I&M Canal, Illinois River, and Stream 2 would 

substantially reduce impacts on aquatic species and habitat.  However, an inadvertent release 

of drilling mud could affect water quality, aquatic species habitat, and fisheries.  An 

inadvertent release of drilling mud could also impede fish movement and impact general 

physiological and behavioral function, potentially resulting in increased stress, injury, and/or 

direct mortality of fish present in the vicinity of the release.  Additionally, settling of drilling 

mud on the stream bottom could smother and inundate certain species and alter resources 

(food and prey species) and habitats used by these species. 

Alliance would minimize the potential impacts of an inadvertent release of drilling 

mud by implementing its HDD Plan, which includes prevention and clean up measures if an 

inadvertent release were to occur in or near a waterbody.  This Plan also includes reporting 

procedures, which requires Alliance to immediately report any inadvertent return or spill to 

the appropriate agencies.   

Other Project-related impacts to fisheries and aquatic species could occur from 

equipment related spills, erosion, and stormwater runoff.  Changes in water quality from 

stormwater runoff and equipment related spills could result in stress, injury, and/or direct 

mortality to aquatic species.  To reduce these potential impacts, Alliance would implement 

the measures described in its E&SCP.  Alliance would also implement its SPCC Plan to 

prevent and mitigate any spill impacts.  

Withdrawal of hydrostatic test water from the Illinois River, if it occurs, could entrain 

species or disturb benthic habitat and stir up sediments if the intake hose comes into contact 

with the stream bottom.  Alliance would use an appropriate screen on the water intake to 

minimize potential impingement or entrainment of aquatic organisms and maintenance of 

adequate flow rates to protect aquatic life.   

We received comments regarding the spread of aquatic nuisance species associated 

with hydrostatic testing as well as comments requesting that we identify mitigation measures 

that would protect upland and aquatic resources from hydrostatic test waters.  As discussed 

previously, hydrostatic test water would be sourced from either the Illinois River or 

municipal supplies and would be discharged in upland areas away from waterbodies and 

wetlands, which would avoid any cross contamination between waterbodies.  As stated in 

section 4.3, Alliance would discharge hydrostatic test water in accordance with the 

applicable state and local permit requirements and implement numerous BMPs. 
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Based on Allianceôs proposed measures to minimize impacts on water resources as 

described above and the expected impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources, we conclude 

that the Project would not result in a significant impact these resources.    

4.5 VEGETATION  

 The Project would be located across five general vegetation types: herbaceous (open 

and developed), agricultural, wetland, and forested.  To determine if unique, sensitive, or 

protected vegetation would be affected by the Project, Alliance consulted with the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the IDNR.  Based on a review of the databases 

provided by these agencies, the federally listed Eastern prairie fringed orchid and two state 

listed plant species have the potential to occur in the Project area and are discussed further 

in section 4.6.  Furthermore, Alliance confirmed during field surveys that no unique, 

sensitive, or protected vegetation would be affected by the Project.  

 Constructing and operating the Project would require the temporary clearing of 

about 40 acres of vegetated land.  Of this, about 25 percent would be agricultural, 9.5 

percent wetlands, 2.5 percent forested upland, and 63 percent herbaceous.  Herbaceous 

land areas affected by the Project are previously disturbed and mowed areas of mixed 

weeds and grass, including species such as tall fescue, yellow rocket, orchard grass, and 

goldenrod.  About 8.4 acres of open herbaceous areas would be maintained in the 

permanent pipeline right-of-way.   

 Upland forested areas include hardwood forest and mixed hardwood-conifer forest 

dominated by woody coniferous and deciduous species such as wild black cherry, green 

ash, common hackberry, and amur honeysuckle.  About 0.7 acre of upland forested would 

be permanently maintained as herbaceous vegetation.  The remaining 0.3 acre would not 

be maintained and could revert to forest.  Agricultural areas consist of actively cultivated 

row crops (i.e., corn, soybeans) and uncultivated pasture lands and hay meadows.  Impacts 

on wetland vegetation is described in section 4.3.    

 In addition to the temporary and permanent removal of vegetation and the 

conversion of forested vegetation to herbaceous vegetation, the Project could introduce and 

result in the spread of invasive species and noxious weeds which is discussed below.   

 To minimize impacts on vegetation and impacts resulting from the loss of vegetation 

(changes to soils, increased erosion potentials, and loss of wildlife habitat), Alliance would 

implement numerous measures described in its E&SCP.  Additionally, Alliance would 

conduct revegetation and post-construction monitoring in accordance with its E&SCP to 

ensure revegetation success.  We expect that most affected areas would return to near pre-

construction condition within 1-3 years.  However, forested areas would take much longer 

to re-establish.   
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 Overall, the Project would have a minor permanent impact on vegetation.  Not 

including agricultural vegetation which is generally only minimally affected by the 

operation of a natural gas transmission pipeline, about 13 acres of vegetated areas would 

be affected by Project operations.  Therefore, based on the scope of the Project, the amount 

of vegetation affected, the generally temporary and minor impacts on vegetation, and 

Allianceôs proposed mitigation measures, we conclude that the Project would not 

significantly impact vegetation resources. 

Invasive Species  

 Under Executive Order 13112, a federal agency shall not authorize, fund, or carry 

out actions likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species in the 

United States unless it is determined that the benefits of such actions outweigh the potential 

harm and that all feasible and prudent measures to minimize risks are implemented.  

Several invasive species and noxious weeds are known to occur or could occur in the 

general Project area including Canada thistle, Columbus grass, common ragweed, giant 

ragweed, Johnsongrass, kudzu, musk thistle, perennial sow thistle, and common reed.  

Alliance conducted field surveys specifically for invasive species and noxious weeds 

within a 250-foot corridor centered on the Project area.  Surveys found the presence of 

common ragweed, giant ragweed, common reed, and Canada thistle.    

 Vegetation is more susceptible to infestations of invasive or noxious weed species 

following clearing and soil disturbance.  Additionally, the removal of vegetation (and 

associated soil disturbance) could create optimal conditions for the establishment and 

spread of undesirable species.  Invasive or noxious plants could negatively affect existing 

and native vegetation by competing for resources such as water and light, changing the 

community composition and vegetative structure.  In its comments, the EPA recommends 

that Alliance implement a vegetation management plan to address the control of invasive 

species and noxious weeds.  The EPA states that this plan should detail prevention, early 

detection of invasion, and control procedures for specific species.   

 To reduce the potential for the introduction and spread of invasive and noxious 

species, Alliance has committed to implement the following measures:     

¶ ground disturbing equipment and timber mats would be clean and free of soil 

or plant debris prior to arriving to the Project.  The EI would inspect 

equipment upon arrival and maintain a log of such inspections.  In the event 

that equipment arrives in a manner not consistent with the above 

requirement, the EI would direct the contractor to clean the equipment at an 

off-site location prior to its use on the Project;  

¶ Alliance would utilize signage and conduct environmental training to make 

the contractor aware of the presence of invasive or noxious weeds and the 

appropriate control measures that must be taken during construction where 

noxious weeds are present; and  
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¶ Workspaces with or suspected to contain invasive or noxious weeds may be 

mowed prior to equipment access to prevent seed maturation.  The mower 

would be cleaned prior to leaving the invasive or noxious weed area.  Soil 

excavated from areas containing invasive or noxious weeds would be 

segregated from all other soils.   

 Furthermore, Alliance has developed a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Control 

Plan (FERC Accession No. 20210730-5294) that it would implement during construction 

and restoration.  Alliance does not anticipate use of herbicides to control invasive or 

noxious weeds as part of the Project.   

 Based on the scope of the Project, Allianceôs development of a Noxious Weed and 

Invasive Species Control Plan, and its commitment to implement measures that would 

reduce the potential for the spread of invasive species and noxious weeds, we conclude that 

Allianceôs existing plan is sufficient to satisfy the information requested by EPA.  We also 

note that although the Project would be located in the vicinity of the Goose Lake Prairie 

Nature Reserve, it would not be crossed by the Project.   

Pollinators 

 In its comments, the EPA recommends that the EIS discuss the feasibility of using 

pollinator promoting plants and/or plant seed mixtures for reclamation of disturbed areas 

associated with project construction activities.  In response to a request for environmental 

information concerning EPAôs comments, Alliance stated that it would incorporate 

measures to support or protect foraging habitat for pollinators.  Specifically, Alliance stated 

that in coordination with the NRCS, it would use approved seed mixes, planting densities, 

and application rates for vegetation cover types present in the Project area and that it would 

implement its Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Control Plan.  We find this to be 

acceptable as the NRCS is familiar with the species best suited to stabilize and restore the 

right-of-way. 

4.6 WILDLIFE AND PROTECTED RESOURCES 

 Wildlife in the Project area includes commonly found species such as white-tailed 

deer, wild turkey, rabbits, squirrels, pheasants, raccoons, red fox, gray fox, and coyotes.  

Migratory waterfowl common to the area include ducks and geese.  Mammals such as 

opossum, badger, groundhog, and various rodents may also be present in the habitats 

crossed by the Project.  Herbaceous and forested vegetation provide nesting habitat and 

seed production for a variety of songbirds such as warblers and sparrows.  Predatory birds 

such as red-tailed hawk, broad-winged hawk, and owls utilize upland meadows for hunting 

songbirds and small mammals.  Bald eagles and osprey might use riparian areas along large 

rivers for foraging and nesting.  Several species of snakes, turtles, frogs, and toads may 

also be found in the riverine habitat adjacent to waterbodies crossed by the Project. 
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 The impact of constructing and operating the Project on wildlife species and their 

habitats would vary depending on the resource requirements of each species and the 

existing habitat present.  The greatest effects to wildlife would occur during initial 

vegetation clearing and ground disturbance which reduces the amount of available wildlife 

habitat and could result in wildlife avoidance and displacement.  Furthermore, the clearing 

of vegetation would reduce cover, nesting, and foraging habitat for some species and may 

result in mortality of less mobile forms of wildlife, such as small rodents and reptiles.  

Larger or more mobile wildlife, such as birds and large mammals, would be expected to 

leave affected lands as construction begins and relocate to nearby similar habitats.  In 

general, impacts on wildfire would cease to occur after completion of construction and 

right-of-way restoration, when wildlife could return to the disturbed areas and adjacent 

undisturbed habitats.  Species that utilize early successional habitats may benefit from the 

clearing and revegetation process, as additional habitat of this type would be created by 

construction of the Project.  In addition, non-woody, early successional vegetation may 

provide forage for small mammals and birds, as well as breeding habitat for ground-nesting 

birds, mammals, and reptiles. 

 In addition to clearing and ground disturbance, Project-related noise generated 

during construction could impact wildlife.  Specifically, noise associated with HDD 

activities, road bores, water pump operation, and construction vehicles could impact 

wildlife.  Certain species rely on hearing for courtship and mating, prey location, predator 

detection, and/or homing.  These behaviors could be affected by the Project.  During 

operation, noise would be periodically generated during monitoring and maintenance 

activities, such as vegetation clearing on the permanent right-of-way or during ground or 

air surveillance of the pipeline.  Additionally, continuous noise from operation of the 

metering station would be minor as described in section 4.10.   

 The introduction and/or spread of noxious weeds and other invasive species could 

result in short- and long-term impacts on wildlife habitat and associated wildlife.  As 

described previously, noxious weeds can out-compete native vegetation and displace 

native species by spreading rapidly and co-opting resources (i.e., nutrients, water, and 

sunlight) that can eventually lead to a weed-dominated monoculture.  Such transformed 

habitat can be unsuitable to former wildlife inhabitants.  Often, as habitat quality degrades, 

wildlife diversity declines.  Section 4.5 addresses invasive species and the measures 

Alliance would implement to reduce this potential impact.   

 Installation of the aboveground facilities (e.g., the meter station, launcher, and 

receiver) would permanently remove habitat.  However, the proposed meter station (and 

pig receiver) would occupy land already disturbed within the Energy Center.  Areas where 

vegetation would be routinely maintained for pipeline operation would also be considered 

permanently affected.   
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 To determine the presence or absence of native sensitive resources within the 

Project area, Alliance conducted a review of the Illinois Natural Heritage Database using 

the IDNR Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool (EcoCAT)16.  Alliance identified the 

following: 

¶ Goose Lake Prairie INAI Class I, II and III Site; 

¶ Illinois River ï Dresden INAI Class II Site; 

¶ Kankakee River Segment INAI Class II, III, and IV Site; 

¶ Goose Lake Prairie Class III Groundwater Site; and 

¶ Goose Lake Prairie Nature Preserve. 

 The Project would not cross the Goose Lake Prairie Nature Preserve, the Goose 

Lake Prairie INAI Site, or the Kankakee River INAI Site.  The Project would cross the 

Illinois River ï Dresden INAI Site via HDD; therefore, impacts are not anticipated.  The 

Project would also cross the Goose Lake Prairie Class III Groundwater Site, which is 

addressed in section 4.2.   

 In its comments on the Project, the IDNR recommends measures to protect the 

Goose Lake Nature Preserve, including avoiding storage of equipment or materials on or 

near State or Nature Preserve property.  Additionally, IDNR recommends that equipment 

should be thoroughly cleaned before entering the vicinity of the Nature Preserve to help 

prevent the spread of non-native and noxious species.  As previously stated, the Project 

would not cross the Goose Lake Nature Preserve and Alliance has committed to 

implementing its Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Control Plan to minimize the spread 

of non-native and noxious species.  

 The Project would have a minor permanent impact on wildlife habitat, and 

temporarily disturbed areas would be restored, enabling species to return after construction.  

Therefore, due to the short term and temporary nature of construction activities and 

Allianceôs proposed measures to minimize impacts and restore wildlife habitat post-

construction, we conclude that the Project would not have significant impacts on wildlife.  

 

 

 

 

16 The Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool was developed to help state agencies, units of local 

government, and the public (as project proponents) initiate natural resource reviews for Illinois 

Endangered Species Protection Act [520 ILCS 10/11(b)] and Illinois Natural Areas Preservation 

Act [525 ILCS 30/17] as set forth in procedures under Title 17 Ill. Admin. Code Part 1075. 
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Protected Species 

 Protected species and special status species are afforded protection by law, 

regulation, or policy by state and federal agencies.  Special status species include migratory 

birds, bald and golden eagles, federally listed threatened and endangered species that are 

protected under the ESA, and other species that are state listed as threatened or endangered 

or have been given other designations. 

 Migratory Birds 

 Migratory birds are species that nest in the United States and Canada during the 

summer and then migrate to and from the tropical regions of Mexico, Central and South 

America, and the Caribbean for the non-breeding season.  Migratory birds are protected 

under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA [16 U.S.C. 703-711]).  The MBTA, as 

amended, prohibits the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of 

migratory birds, their eggs, parts, or nests unless authorized under a FWS permit.  Bald and 

Golden Eagles are additionally protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

(BGEPA [16 U.S.C. 668-668d]).  Executive Order 13186 (66 CFR 3853) directs federal 

agencies to identify where unintentional take is likely to have a measurable negative effect 

on migratory bird populations and to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on migratory birds 

through enhanced collaboration with the FWS.  The Executive Order states that emphasis 

should be placed on species of concern, priority habitats, and key risk factors, and that 

focus should be given to addressing population-level impacts. 

 On March 30, 2011, the FWS and the Commission entered into a Memorandum of 

Understanding Between the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the U.S. 

Department of the Interior United States Fish and Wildlife Service Regarding 

Implementation of Executive Order 13186, ñResponsibilities of Federal Agencies to 

Protect Migratory Birdsò that focuses on avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts on 

migratory birds and strengthening migratory bird conservation through enhanced 

collaboration between the two agencies.  This voluntary agreement does not waive legal 

requirements under the MBTA, BGEPA, Endangered Species Act (ESA), NGA, or any 

other statutes, and does not authorize the take of migratory birds.  

 A variety of migratory bird species, including songbirds, raptors, and waterfowl use 

habitats found within the Project area.  The FWS established Birds of Conservation 

Concern (BCC) lists for various regions in the country in response to the 1988 amendment 

to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, which mandated the FWS to identify migratory 

nongame birds that, without additional conservation actions, were likely to become 

candidates for listing under the ESA.  The BCC lists, updated in 2021, are divided by 

regions.  A review of the FWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system 

indicated that 14 BCCs have the potential to occur within the Project area (table 4.6-1). 
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 The Project is within the Mississippi flyway, which constitutes a major bird 

migration corridor used for fall and spring migrations.  More than five million songbirds 

pass through the Chicago area each year during the migration to utilize Lake Michigan; the 

shoreline provides a variety of plant life and habitat for resting and feeding for more than 

250 species of migratory birds (Illinois Birds, 2021).  Within the Mississippi flyway, and 

overlapping the Project area, is one Bird Conservation Region (BCR): Eastern Tallgrass 

Prairie BCR 22.  There is also one Important Bird Area (IBA) adjacent to the Project: 

Goose Lake Prairie State Park IBA. 

 The Eastern Tallgrass Prairie BCR 22 was formerly the tallest and lushest grasslands 

of the Great Plains; however, today the landscape is dominated by agriculture.  High 

priority grassland bird species within the BCR include the greater prairie-chicken and 

Henslowôs sparrow.  Other species that use the BCR include cerulean warblers and red-

headed woodpeckers.  At least 39 species regularly migrate through BCR 22 in spring 

and/or fall (FWS, 2008). 

 The Project would be located northeast of the Goose Lake Prairie State Park IBA 

boundary.  This IBA provides habitat for the American bittern, king rail, Wilsonôs snipe, 

sedge wren, least bittern, and Henslowôs sparrow.  Conservation issues affecting the IBA 

include invasive species (e.g., crown vetch and purple loosestrife) encroachment into the 

park.  Because the Project is located more than 500 feet away, it is not expected to directly 

impact birds or habitat within this IBA.  However, some birds within the IBA could be 

affected by noise generated during construction or operational maintenance activities.  But, 

as discussed, these noise impacts would be temporary and short-term. 

 Generally, impacts on migratory birds would be the same as those described for 

wildlife in the previous section.  These impacts can lead to physiological stress, inability 

to breed, nest abandonment and/or egg failure.  To reduce impacts on migratory birds, 

Alliance would have a team of trained biologists conduct a walkover of the area to be 

cleared no more than two weeks prior to construction when clearing within the nesting 

window (April 15 through July 31) is required.  If active nests are detected, an appropriate 

buffer would be established so that the nests are avoided until a monitor confirms that 

young have fledged.  Alliance would also contact the IDNR for guidance if a nest belonging 

to a sensitive or state-protected species is discovered.  Therefore, based on Allianceôs 

proposed measures to reduce impacts, the limited scope and temporary nature of the 

Project, and the developed nature of the Project area, we conclude that the Project would 

not result in significant population-level impacts on Birds of Conservation Concern or 

migratory birds.   

Bald Eagles 

 The bald eagle was officially removed from the endangered species list in 2007 but 

is still protected under BGEPA as well as the MBTA.  The BGEPA prohibits anyone 

without a permit issued by the Secretary of the Interior from ñtakingò a bald or golden 

eagle, including their parts, nests, or eggs (16 U.S.C. Part 668ī668c).  In Illinois, wintering 
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populations of bald eagles nest in large trees along rivers and shorelines between December 

and March.  Major threats to this species include habitat alteration, human disturbance, and 

environmental contaminants (particularly organochlorine pesticides and lead).  

Furthermore, bald eagles are vulnerable to disturbance during courtship, nest building, egg 

laying, incubation, and brooding.  Disturbance during these periods may lead to nest 

abandonment, cracked and chilled eggs, and exposure of small young to the elements.   

 Bald eagles are frequently observed at the Four Rivers Environmental Education 

Center, which is about 3.5 miles upriver of the Project; subsequently, it is likely that eagles 

may be present within or near the Project area.  Alliance would conduct preconstruction 

surveys to identify active bald eagle nests within 660 feet of the Project area.  If active bald 

eagle nests are found, Alliance would follow appropriate mitigation measures according to 

the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines to avoid impacts.  Based on these 

proposed measures and bald eagleôs tolerance for human disturbance, we conclude that the 

Project would not have significant impacts on bald eagles. 

Federally listed Threatened and Endangered Species 

 Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to ensure that actions authorized, 

funded, or carried out by the agencies do not jeopardize the continued existence of a 

federally listed threatened or endangered species, or result in the destruction or adverse 

modification of designated critical habitat (DCH) for a federally listed species (16 U.S.C. 

Part 1536(a)(2)).  As the lead federal agency for authorizing the Project, FERC is required 

to consult with the FWS to determine whether federally listed threatened or endangered 

species or DCH are found near the Project, and to evaluate the actionôs potential effects on 

those species or critical habitat.   

 Based on information obtained from the FWSô IPaC system, there are four federally 

listed species that could be affected by the Project: Northern long-eared bat (Myotis 

septentrionalis), Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), Eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera 

leucophaea), and the scaleshell mussel (Leptodea leptodon).  Suitable habitat for the 

Eastern prairie fringed orchid was not observed during fields surveys of the Project area; 

therefore, we have determined the Project would have no effect on this species and do not 

discuss further in this analysis.  Alliance did not identify any DCH for federally listed 

species within or near the Project.  There is also potential suitable habitat in the Project 

area for the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), a candidate species for ESA listing.  

Additionally, the tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), proposed for federal listing in 

September 2022, might occur in the Project area and is discussed further below.  
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Table 4.6-1  

Migratory Birds of Conservation Concern Potentially Occurring in the Project Area 

 

Common name Scientific name 
Seasonal Occurrence 

in the Project area 
Habitat  Requirements 

Bald eagle a Haliaeetus leucocephalus Year-round 

Breeding habitat includes areas close to coastal areas, bays, 

rivers, lakes, reservoirs, or other large bodies of water. Nests are 

usually in tall trees or on pinnacles or cliffs near water. 

Black-billed Cuckoo a  Coccyzus erythropthalmus Spring, early summer 
Breeding habitat includes deciduous thickets and shrubby places, 

the edges of woodland or around marshes. 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus 
Spring and fall 

migration 

Breeding habitat includes damp meadows and natural prairies 

with dense growth of grass and weeds and a few low bushes. 

Dunlin Calidris alpina arcticola 
Spring and fall 

migration 

Migration habitats include lake shores, sewage ponds, and 

flooded fields. 

Henslowôs sparrow a Ammodramus henslowii Breeding 

Breeding habitat includes fields and meadows, often in low-lying 

or damp areas, with tall grass, standing dead weeds and scattered 

shrubs. 

Least bittern a Ixobrychus exilis Spring 
Habitat includes fresh marshes and reedy ponds in areas with 

tall, dense vegetation in standing water. 

Lesser yellow-legs Tringa flavipes Spring and summer 
Migration habitat includes fresh marshes, edges of lakes and 

ponds, and other freshwater habitats. 

Prothonotary warbler a Protonotaria citrea Spring 
Deciduous swamps, backwater sloughs, wet woodlands without a 

dense understory, and along slowly moving rivers and streams. 

Red-headed woodpecker a Melanerpes erythrocephalus Year-round 

Breeding habitat includes open woodland, especially with beech 

or oak, open situations with scattered trees, parks, cultivated 

areas, and gardens. 

Ruddy turnstone Arenaria interpres morinella Spring Migration habitat includes shoreline of Lake Michigan. 

Rusty blackbird a Euphagus carolinus 
Spring and fall 

migration 

Migration habitat includes areas with trees near water, open 

fields, and cattle fields. 

Semipalmated sandpiper Caldris pusilla Spring and summer 
Migration habitat includes edges of lakes and marshes next to 

very shallow water. 

Short-billed dowitcher a Limnodromus griseus Spring and summer 
Migration habitat includes freshwater ponds with muddy 

margins. 

Wood thrush Hylocichla mustelina Breeding 
Breeding habitat includes the understory of woodlands, damp 

forests and near streams. 

Source: FWS IPaC, 2020 

a/ Bird species is on the BCR 22 birds of conservation concern list (FWS, 2008). 
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 Acting as FERCôs non-federal designee for the purposes of informal Section 7 

consultation, Alliance sent a letter to the FWS requesting concurrence with its effects 

determinations.  On February 4, 2021, the FWS stated that it had no objections or concerns 

with the Project based on Allianceôs incorporation of its proposed conservation measures.  

On May 6 and September 9, 2022, Alliance sent updated letters to FWS indicating several 

minor changes17 in the Project since the previous consultation request and requested 

concurrence for the species effects determinations.  The FWS responded on October 11, 

202218 and concurred with the effect determinations as described further below.  A 

description of potential impacts on federally listed species and the effect determinations 

are provided below and in table 4.6-2. 

 

Table 4.6-2 

 Federally Listed and ESA Candidate Species Potentially Affected by the Project 

 

Common Name Scientific Name 
ESA 

Statusa 
Habitat Requirements 

Effect 

Determination 

Indiana bat Myotis sodalis E 

Summer ï forested areas with trees 

greater than 5 inches in diameter at 

breast height and loose bark or crevices. 

Winter ï caves with high humidity. 

NLAA  

Northern long-eared 

bat 
Myotis septentrionalis 

 

T*  

Summer ï forests with decaying or 

dead trees, and edges or openings for 

feeding 

Winter ï caves with high humidity 

NLAA  

Tricolored bat Perimyotis subflavus P 

Summer ï forests with decaying or 

dead trees, and edges or openings for 

feeding 

Winter ï caves with high humidity 

NLJ 

Scaleshell mussel Leptodea leptodon E 
Medium-sized and large rivers with 

stable channels and good water quality. NLAA  

Monarch butterfly  Danaus plexippus C 
A variety of habitats containing 

flowering plants milkweed species  NLJ 

Source: FWS IPaC 

a/ T*= federally threatened (listed status will change to federally endangered effective January 30, 2023); E = federally 

endangered; P = proposed for listing C = candidate for listing; NLAA= may affect, not likely to adversely affect; NLJ 

= Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued Existence   

 

 Indiana Bat 

 The Indiana bat hibernates in the winter in caves.  Summer habitat consists of 

forested areas with trees greater than five inches in diameter at breast height and loose bark 

or crevices.  Threats to this species includes destruction of cave habitats as a result of 

collapse, commercialization, flooding, and vandalism; loss of aquatic habitats to 

 

17  Previously filed with FERC on September 16, 2021 (eLibrary accession number 20210916-5177). 

18  FERC eLibrary accession number 20221011-5351. 



 

Environmental Analysis    4-33  

 

agricultural uses; channelization of streams; and urbanization.  Based on the lack of caves 

and mines in northeast Illinois for hibernation, the presence of the Indiana bat in the Project 

area during winter months is unlikely.  Forested areas, including forested wetlands, within 

the Project area may provide suitable summer habitat for the Indiana bat.  Additionally, 

there are no known maternity roost trees within 150 feet of the Project, and no known 

hibernacula within 0.25 miles of the Project.  Given these factors and the limited amount 

of tree clearing required for the Project (less than one acre), Alliance determined that the 

Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat.  We agree, and FWS 

has concurred with this determination.  

 Northern long-eared Bat 

 The northern long-eared bat (NLEB) overwinters in large caves and abandoned 

mines with stable temperatures and high humidity.  During summer, the species roosts in 

old-growth forests typically near wetlands, in trees with cavities, crevices, or peeling bark.  

NLEB forages along forest edges, corridors, and clearings.  There is no DCH for the NLEB.  

Major threats to the NLEB include the loss and degradation of summer habitat due to 

construction and development, and white-nose syndrome; a fungal disease that spreads 

rapidly throughout bat colonies.  Potential summer habitat and roost trees may occur 

throughout the forested areas within the Project area.  NLEBs are not likely to be in the 

Project area during winter because of the lack of suitable caves or mines, but they could 

occur in the Project area during spring, summer, and fall.  There are no known maternity 

roost trees within 150 feet of the Project, and no known hibernacula within 0.25 mile of 

the Project.  Given these factors and the limited amount of tree clearing (less than one acre) 

required for the Project, Alliance determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to 

adversely affect the NLEB.  We agree, and FWS has concurred with this determination.  

 Tricolored Bat 

 The tricolored bat, proposed for listing as endangered (87 Fed. Reg. 56381), can be 

found within forested habitat roosting in live or recently dead hardwood trees; and winters 

in caves, abandoned mines, and road-associated culverts.  Because the tricolored bat may 

be found in similar habitat as the northern long-eared bat, we expect the Project to result in 

similar impacts on the tricolored bat as for the northern long-eared bat.   Based on the minor 

amount of tree clearing required for the Project and general lack of suitable hibernacula in 

the Project area, the Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 

tricolored bat.  No further consultation with FWS is required for species proposed for 

listing if the action agency determines that the project would not jeopardize the continued 

existence of the species.  If the tricolored bat is listed prior to completion of the Project, 

FERC would be required to complete Section 7 consultation under the ESA.   

 Scaleshell Mussel 

 The scaleshell mussel is a small freshwater mussel found in medium-sized and large 

rivers with stable channels and good water quality.  Historically, the Illinois River has 
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provided habitat to the scaleshell mussel; however, the last recorded documentation of the 

mussel in the river was pre-1887 in Peoria County.  Threats to this species include water 

pollution; sedimentation; dams inhibiting water flow; and exotic species such as the zebra 

mussel. 

 The Project would cross the Illinois River, which may provide habitat for the 

scaleshell mussel.  Installing the pipeline across the Illinois River would be completed 

using the HDD method; and therefore, no direct impacts or disturbance to the bed or banks 

of the river are anticipated.  Alliance would also implement erosion control measures to 

prevent stormwater runoff from entering the waterbody.  As described previously, drilling 

fluids could affect water quality and smother benthic species habitat at the point of the 

release, if an inadvertent release were to occur.  If mussels are present at or downstream of 

the release site, they could suffer stress, physiological effects, and mortality.  If an 

inadvertent release occurs, Alliance would implement measures described in its HDD Plan 

including measures to contain, clean up, and report any spill.  Therefore, based on the fact 

that the last documented occurrence of this species in the Illinois river was over 134 years 

ago and Allianceôs crossing of the Illinois River would be conducted via HDD, it 

determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the scaleshell 

mussel.  We agree, and the FWS concurred with this determination.  

 Monarch butterfly 

 This monarch butterfly prefers a variety of habitats such as forests, agricultural 

fields, and meadows that have flowering plants for food sources and native milkweeds for 

egg laying and larval development.  The Project workspace may contain areas of suitable 

habitat for the monarch butterfly; however, impacts would be temporary and restored after 

construction.  Because impacts to available general habitat for the butterfly within the 

Project workspace would be temporary and minor in scope, and similar habitats are 

abundant in the vicinity of the Project, we conclude that the Project is not likely to 

jeopardize the continued existence of the monarch butterfly.  Because this species is only 

a candidate for federal listing under the ESA, consultation is not required under Section 7 

of the ESA.  However, the FWS acknowledged this determination in its October 11, 2022 

concurrence letter.    

 State Listed Species 

 In December 2020, Alliance requested and received an EcoCAT report for the 

Project from the IDNR.  The EcoCAT identified thirteen state listed threatened or 

endangered species that may be near the Project area.  Eight of these species are state listed 

as endangered and include the American bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus), black-crowned 

night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), king rail (Rallus elegans), Northern harrier (Circus 

cyaneus), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), Blandingôs turtle (Emydoidea blandingii), 

greater redhorse (Moxostoma valenciennesi), and false mallow (Malvastrum hispidum).  

The remaining five species are state listed as threatened and include eryngium stem borer 

(Papaipema eryngii), purple wartyback mussel (Cyclonaias tuberculata), redveined prairie 
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leafhopper (Aflexia rubranura), river redhorse (Moxostoma carinatum), and narrow-leaved 

sundew (Drosera intermedia). 

 The American bittern, black-crowned night-heron, and king rail utilize wetland 

habitats for nesting and feeding.  American bitterns generally select wetlands greater than 

6.2 acres in size for nesting but may use smaller wetlands for foraging.  The black-crowned 

night-heron forages in a variety of wetland types, but generally nests in a platform in groves 

of trees near swampy woodlands.  King rails also use a variety of wetland and flooded 

agricultural fields for foraging, but mostly nest on an elevated platform with a canopy, 

attached to plants growing in shallow water.  These wetland residents may be disturbed by 

construction activities; however, this impact would be temporary, and no wetlands would 

be permanently converted to upland; however, Project operations would permanently 

impact a total of 2.3 acres of wetlands.      

 Northern harriers are medium-sized raptors with flat, owl-like faces and small, 

hooked bills.  They breed and hunt in wide-open habitats, including grasslands, fields, and 

marshes, and create ground nests in grasses or wetland vegetation.  If present in the Project 

area, the northern harrier could be temporarily affected by vegetation clearing and 

construction activities.  Short-eared owls are medium-sized owls with rounded heads and 

short tails.  They use broad expanses of open land (e.g., grasslands, prairies, meadows, 

marshes, bogs) with low vegetation for nesting and foraging.  They nest on the ground, 

generally on dry sites near water with a high abundance of rodents.  If present, short-eared 

owls could be temporarily affected by vegetation clearing and construction activities.   

 As discussed previously, the Project EI would conduct a site walk of the Project 

area prior to vegetative clearing to determine if bird nests are present.  If nests are identified 

that would be disturbed by Project construction, Alliance would contact the IDNR.  

Subsequently, we have determined that the Project is unlikely to affect the American 

bittern, black-crowned night-heron, king rail, northern harrier, or the short-eared owl. 

 The purple wartyback mussel and two state listed fish species, greater redhorse and 

river redhorse could occur in the Illinois River.  As previously discussed, impacts on 

aquatic species would be substantially reduced because the Project would cross the Illinois 

River via a HDD.  However, there is some potential for an inadvertent release off HDD-

related fluids.  If an inadvertent release were to occur, Alliance would implement numerous 

mitigation measures; therefore, we conclude the Project is unlikely to significantly impact 

the purple wartyback mussel, greater redhorse, and river redhorse.   

 The two state listed plants (false mallow and narrow-leaved sundew) are not likely 

to occur the Project area based on their habitat requirements.  False mallow plants require 

dry soil in prairies and rocky and gravelly barrens, usually near limestone outcrops, and 

Narrow-leaved sundew requires bogs, fens, wet sandy shorelines, or wet meadows.   
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The eryngium stem borer (also known as the rattlesnake master borer) and the redveined 

prairie leafhopper rely upon specific host plant species: the rattlesnake master, and the 

prairie dropseed, respectively.  Due to a lack of suitable habitat, the Project would not affect 

the redveined prairie leafhopper or the eryngium stem borer.   

 The Blanding's turtle is a medium-sized turtle with an average shell length of 

approximately 7-9 inches and a distinctive bright, solid yellow chin, and throat.   Its 

preferred habitat consists of marshes, ponds, swamps, lake shallows, shallow-moving 

waterbodies, oxbows, and pools adjacent to rivers.  However, the turtle can sometimes be 

found in upland areas walking around where there is suitable aquatic habitat nearby.   

 Alliance consulted with the IDNR regarding potential impacts and mitigation for 

state listed species.  In a letter dated January 22, 2021, the IDNR provided 

recommendations to Alliance to avoid causing adverse impacts on state-protected natural 

resources and four state listed species: Blandingôs turtle, false mallow, narrow-leaved 

sundew, and eryngium stem borer.  In response to discussions with IDNR, Alliance 

conducted field surveys for state listed species in the summer of 2021.  As described 

previously, no state listed plants or host plants (for the state listed insects) were observed 

in the Project area during surveys; therefore, the Project would not affect false mallow, 

narrow-leaved sundew, or the eryngium stem borer.  Alliance also did not observe 

Blandingôs turtles during surveys; however, surveys found marginally suitable (low 

quality) wetland habitat for the Blandingôs turtle in the Project area.  The IDNR also 

provided recommendations to avoid impacts on aquatic state listed species in the Illinois 

River associated with the HDD crossing.  These recommendations include developing a 

ñfrac-outò contingency plan and reporting any unintentional HDD discharges to 

appropriate agencies including the IDNR.  Alliance has committed to implementing these 

recommendations, see section 4.3 for additional discussion.  

 Alliance submitted the state listed species survey results and a final determination 

of potential effects on state listed species to the IDNR.  As indicated in Allianceôs 

application, the IDNR responded in a letter dated October 13, 2021 that confirmed IDNRôs 

concurrence with the survey results and determinations.  Based on the survey results for 

the Blandingôs turtle, IDNR recommended that Alliance implement certain measures to 

avoid impacts given there is potentially low-quality habitat in the Project area.  Alliance 

has committed to implementing these measures, which include: training of construction 

staff prior to work activities regarding potential presence of Blandingôs turtles and how to 

respond if a Blandingôs turtle is identified within the Project workspace; and installing silt 

fence along workspace boundaries as an exclusion barrier where there is a higher 

probability of Blandingôs turtles to be present.  Therefore, based on the lack of suitable 

habitat, the absence of state-protected species in the Project area, and Allianceôs proposed 

measures to avoid impacts on the Blandingôs turtle, we conclude that the Project would not 

have significant impacts on state listed species.  
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4.7 CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is the cornerstone of the federal 

governmentôs historic preservation program.  Section 101(d)(6) of the NHPA states that 

properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Indian tribes19 may be 

determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  In carrying out 

our responsibilities under the NHPA, FERC conducted government-to-government 

consultations with Indian tribes that may attach religious and cultural importance to 

properties in the area of potential effect (APE), in accordance with the NHPA Section 106 

implementing regulations at Title 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(2)(ii).  Consultations with Indian 

tribes are detailed below. 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires that FERC take into account the effect of its 

undertakings20  (including authorizations under Section 7 of the NGA) on historic 

properties,21  and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an 

opportunity to comment.  Alliance, as a non-federal applicant, is assisting FERC staff in 

meeting our obligations under Section 106 by providing data, analyses, and 

recommendations in accordance with 36 CFR 800.2(a)(3) and FERCôs regulations at 18 

CFR 380.12(f).  Cultural resources22  information was gathered for Alliance by its 

consultants (ERM and In-Situ Archaeological Consulting [In-Situ]).  However, FERC staff 

remains responsible for all final determinations made under the NHPA.   

 

19  Indian tribes are defined in 36 CFR 800.16(m) as: ñan Indian tribe, band, nation, or other organized 

group or community, including a Native village, Regional Corporation, or Village Corporation, as 

those terms are defined in Section 3 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1602), 

which is recognized as eligible for the special programs and services provided by the United States 

to Indians because of their special status as Indians.ò   
20  ñUndertaking means a project activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct or 

indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a Federal 

agency; those carried out with Federal financial assistance; those requiring a Federal permit, 

license or approval; and those subject to state or local regulation administered pursuant to a 

delegation or approval by a Federal agency,ò as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y).   
21  Historic properties include prehistoric or historic sites, districts, buildings, structures, objects, 

landscapes, or properties of traditional religious or cultural importance listed on or eligible for 

listing on the National Register of Historic Places, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(l).  
22  In their October 19,2021 letter to FERC, the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi 

Indians requested that we define ñcultural resources.ò  Cultural resources are locations of human 

activity, occupation, or use.  According to FERCôs Office of Energy Projects ñGuidelines for 

Reporting on Cultural Resources Investigations for National Gas Projects,ò cultural resources 

include any prehistoric or historic archaeological site, district, object, cultural feature, building or 

structure, cultural landscape, or traditional cultural property.  Although ñcultural resourcesò are not 

defined in 36 CFR 800, it is a ñterm-of-artò in the field of historic preservation and archaeological 

research. Some Indian tribes believe that cultural resources could include natural resources, such 

as plants and animals of traditional cultural or religious importance to tribes, topographic features 

that may be sacred, and viewsheds. 
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The Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians asked how FERC 

integrates the Section 106 compliance process into our NEPA process.  The regulations for 

implementing Section 106 of the NHPA, at 36 CFR 800.9, encourages the integration of 

the Section 106 compliance process with the NEPA process; and we have done that in this 

section of the document below.   

Consultations 

FERC sent copies of our September 20, 2021 NOS, February 10, 2022 NOI, and 

March 9, 2022 Supplemental NOI for the Project to a wide range of stakeholders, including 

other federal agencies, such as the ACHP, COE, EPA, U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), and National Park Service (NPS); state and local 

government agencies, such as the State Historic Preservation Office of Illinois (SHPO); 

affected landowners; and Indian tribes that may have an interest in the Project area.  The 

NOS contained a paragraph about Section 106 of the NHPA, which stated that we use the 

notice to initiate consultations with the SHPO as well as to solicit their views and those of 

other government agencies, interested Indian tribes, and the public on the Projectôs 

potential effects on historic properties.  This information was reiterated in the NOI and 

Supplemental NOI. 

On October 14, 2021, EPA responded to our NOS.  In its comments, EPA 

recommends that the EIS document government-to-government consultations with Indian 

tribes, identify historic properties that may be affected, document coordination with the 

SHPO, and identify any required mitigation measures.  This is done below.  

Consultations with the SHPO 

The Illinois SHPO did not respond to our September 20, 2021 NOS.  However, 

Allianceôs cultural resources contractors sent letters to the SHPO on February 14, 2019; 

December 29, 2020, and September 29, 2021.  The first letter requested review of the In-

Situ archaeological survey report (Picka et al., December 20, 2018), and the second 

requested comments on the Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP) (FERC Accession No. 

20210401-5552).   

The SHPO responded to the In-Situ letter on March 15, 2019, with the finding that 

no significant historic, architectural, or archaeological resources are located in the Project 

area. 

In a February 10, 2022 letter, the SHPO stated that ñthe project will have no adverse 

effect on the Illinois and Michigan Canal.  Five other resources, MB-0 through MB-4, 

identified during the architectural survey are not eligible for listing on the National Register 

of Historic Places.  The project has been redesigned to avoid potentially eligible 

archaeological sites 11GR463, 11GR475 and 11GR476.  Sites 11GR148, 11GR222, 

11GR453, 11GR457-462 and 11GR464 are not eligible for listing on the National Register 

of Historic Places.ò  FERC staff agrees with the SHPO. 
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Consultations with Indian Tribes 

The NOS, NOI, and Supplemental NOI were sent to federally-recognized Indians 

tribes that may have an interest in the Project.  In response to the NOS, the Match-E-Be-

Nash-She-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians filed a letter dated October 19, 2021.  The 

tribe stated that the proposed project is within the ancestral lands of the Potawatomi, and 

historic Potawatomi villages are known along the Illinois River in what is now Grundy 

County.  The tribe requested that FERC evaluate the need for the Project; indicate how 

Section 106 compliance would be integrated with the NEPA process; explain how FERC 

defines ñcultural resources;ò summarize consultations, specifically with the Prairie Band 

and Forest County Potawatomi tribes; provide the tribe with copies of survey results; and 

provide opportunity for the tribe to monitor future investigations.  All of these issued are 

addressed in the text of this section.  Copies of our NOS were sent to the Forest County 

Potawatomi County of Wisconsin and the Prairie Band of Potawatomi Nation of Kansas; 

but neither tribe filed a response.  In a letter dated October 29, 2021, we instructed Alliance 

to provide copies of survey reports to the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of 

Pottawatomi Indians, which it did on November 10, 2021. 

In letters dated December 11 and 22, 2020, Alliance informed 26 federally- 

recognized tribes about the Project.  In a January 7, 2020 email, the Cultural Preservation 

Director for the Winnebago Tribe in Nebraska advised Alliance to contact the office if 

anything was found.  In a February 8, 2021 telephone call with Alliance, the Director of 

Historic Preservation for the Delaware Nation in Oklahoma stated that Grundy County is 

outside the tribeôs area of interest.  In an email to Alliance dated February 9, 2021, the 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) for Kaw Nation in Oklahoma had no 

objections to the Project.  In a February 10, 2021 telephone call with Allianceôs consultant, 

the Legal Director for the Kickapoo Tribe in Oklahoma had no objections to the Project.  

Alliance received a letter from the THPO of the Miami Tribe in Oklahoma dated January 

21, 2021 requesting additional information about the Project.  Alliance emailed additional 

information to the tribe on January 28, 2021.  On February 11, 2021, the Miami Tribe 

mailed Alliance a letter stating that the tribe had no objections to the Project.  In a letter to 

Alliance dated January 22, 2020, the THPO of the Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians 

in Michigan determined that the Project would have no adverse effects on any historic, 

religious, or cultural resources important to the tribe.  In a February 10, 2021 telephone 

call with Allianceôs consultant, the THPO for the Sac and Fox Tribes of the Mississippi in 

Iowa stated that they had no issues with the Project. 

Identification of Historic Properties 

Alliance defined the direct APE as a 250-foot-wide corridor along the proposed 

route that includes the construction footprint for the proposed facilities, including 

temporary workspaces, and a 50-foot-wide corridor centered on the midline of each 

temporary access road.  The indirect APE is up to 1,000 feet from the proposed pipeline 

centerline and aboveground facilities, where historic properties may be visible.   
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In a May 21, 2021 telephone call with Allianceôs contractor ERM, Illinois SHPO staff 

approved the companyôs definition of the APE.  FERC staff also accepts this definition of 

the APE for the Project. 

Overview 

A literature review and site file search conducted by In-Situ in September 2018 

revealed a total of 32 previously recorded cultural resources within one-mile of the Project 

area.  These include 7 prehistoric isolated finds, 15 prehistoric sites, 5 multi-component 

sites containing both prehistoric and historic remains, 1 historic archaeological scatter, 3 

historic aboveground structures including a dam and 2 canals, and 1 unknown.   

Inventory Results  

In November-December 2018, In-Situ conducted an inventory of a 500-foot-wide 

corridor along the lateral route.  The survey covered about 286 acres.  A total of 2,793 

shovel probes were excavated during the investigations, and 9 auger deep tests were made 

on both sides of the crossing of the Illinois River, terminated at about 2.3 feet (70 

centimeters).  None of the auger tests yielded deeply buried cultural materials. 

Four previously recorded sites (11GR148, 11GR222, 304475, and 66000332) were 

revisited during on-the-ground survey work.  11GR222 is a prehistoric isolated find (IF) 

and 11GR148 is a prehistoric scatter; both evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP.  Historic 

site 304475 is the unevaluated Aux Sable Lock and Aqueduct.  Historic site 6000332 is the 

I&M Canal, which is listed on the NRHP.  

In-Situ newly recorded 1 prehistoric IF and 7 historic archaeological sites during 

the survey.  The IF (11GR457) and 5 historic cement foundation sites (11GR458, 459, 460, 

462, and 463) were evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP.  An historic farmstead 

(11GR461) and a windmill (11GR464) were unevaluated. 

In-Situ stated that it did not complete surveys of 3.7 acres at the southern end of the 

lateral, because of a lack of landowner permission.  However, it was thought that this area 

had be previously investigated by an unknown other project.  Nevertheless, In-Situ 

recommended that an up-dated survey be conducted to cover this area (Picka et al., 2018). 

On July 30, 2021, Alliance filed a copy of an historic architectural survey report 

produced by ERM that documented field work conducted in June 2021 (Derrick and 

Holland, 2021).  Four newly recorded resources were identified within the APE during the 

current survey.  All were recommended not eligible for the NRHP.  One site (MB-0-IL) is 

the remains of an apparently abandoned single track of the Elgin, Joliet and Eastern 

Railroad dating to 1886; with three associated bridges (sites MB-2-IL dating to 1910; ML-

3-IL dating to 1888; and MB-4-IL dating to 1900).  Two previously recorded resources 

were discussed.  Site MB-1-IL is the remains of a ca. 1950 farm outbuilding that In-Situ 

recorded as 11GR461, but failed to previously evaluate; however, ERM found it not 
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eligible.  The I&M Canal (Site 200462/NRHP No. 66000332; dating to 1848) was 

previously noted by In-Situ, and is listed on the NRHP.  It is ERMôs opinion that the 

previously recorded Aux Sable Lock and Aqueduct (Site 304475) mentioned by In-Situ is 

outside the APE.   

On July 30, 2021, Alliance also filed the results of an archaeological survey 

conducted by ERM in June 2021 of 28 acres.  That survey recorded prehistoric site IF 

11GR474, evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP (Birnbaum and Malloy, 2021).  ERM 

inventoried 29 acres in August 2021 along a route variation and four access roads, and 

recorded two new archaeological sites.  One (11GR476) was a prehistoric lithic scatter that 

was unevaluated.  The other (11GR475) was historic foundations also unevaluated.  ERM 

recommended that both sites be avoided (Mallory, 2021).  If the route proposed in this EIS 

is followed, those two sites would be avoided. 

In a filing on August 1, 2022, Alliance stated that it has now completed cultural 

resource surveys on all lands included within the Projectôs APE.  

Assessment of Effects 

In a telephone conversation on December 14, 2020 and email dated December 17, 

2020, Alliance informed the Site Superintendent for the I&M State Trail of the intent to 

cross under the trail and the I&M canal using an HDD.  In response, in an email dated 

December 21, 2021, Alliance was informed that the HDD would trigger a Comprehensive 

Environmental Review Process (CERP).  The CERP engages IDNR staff in the review of 

Project design to ensure protection of cultural assets.  In a letter dated January 22, 2021, 

the IDNR told Alliance that it needed to file for a License Agreement with the 

Departmentôs Office of Realty and Capital Planning, in coordination with the regional 

landscape architect, in order to install the pipeline under the I&M Canal using an HDD.  

In an August 1, 2022 filing, Alliance stated that it submitted a CERP form and 

supporting documents to IDNR on July 15, 2021 and received from IDNR a completed and 

signed CERP form on September 13, 2021.  The IDNR is currently in the final stages of 

reviewing Allianceôs License Agreement.  Alliance states that it would provide a copy of 

the executed License Agreement to the Commission upon receipt.  If Alliance is able to 

successfully execute an HDD under the I&M Canal, it should be able to avoid impacts on 

that historic property. 

Unanticipated Discovery Plan 

In a letter to the SHPO dated December 29, 2020, Alliance provided a copy of its 

Unanticipated Discovery Plan for review.  The SHPO sent back suggested edits to the UDP 

on January 26, 2021.  Allianceôs consultant revised the UDP, based on the SHPO 

comments, on February 11, 2021.  In an email on February 18, 2021, the SHPO approved 

that version.  We agree that Allianceôs UDP is acceptable. 
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Compliance with the NHPA  

No traditional cultural properties or properties of religious or cultural importance to 

Indian tribes were identified in the APE by Alliance or its consultants, the SHPO, BIA, 

NPS, or Indian tribes contacted.  Therefore, we have complied with the intent of Section 

101(d)(6) of the NHPA.  We agree with the SHPO that the Project would not adversely 

affect any historic properties.  Therefore, the intent of Section 106 of the NHPA is satisfied. 

4.8 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIORNMENTAL JUSTICE  

Socioeconomics 

 Construction of the Project would occur in a part of Grundy County that we earlier 

characterized as a combination of industrial facilities and utilities, suburban housing 

development, protected natural lands, interstate highways and state highways, and 

agriculture.  Specifically, the Project would be constructed across agricultural, developed, 

forested, and open space lands, would serve a new natural gas electrical generation facility 

(the Energy Center), and would be located in close proximity to another electrical 

generation facility.  Additionally, and as described previously, constructing the Project 

would require a workforce of 50-150 individuals generally working six days a week 

between the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm for approximately four months.    

 Introducing 50-150 workers into the Project area for four months may impact the 

socioeconomic character of the Project area.  Public road use, local business, housing, and 

public/community services may experience greater use and demand during construction of 

the Project.  Construction vehicles including personal trucks and heavy equipment use of 

area roads would increase and may result in additional traffic and associated impacts on 

public safety.  Patronage of local businesses may also increase due to Project-related 

materials demand and increased employment associated with the Project.  Project workers 

not sourced from the local area would affect the demand for and potentially the cost of 

nearby temporary housing.  However, this increased housing pressure would be minor and 

temporary.  In general, an increase in a local population results in a greater demand for 

public services; utilities, police, fire, and medical.  These increases in demand and use of 

local socioeconomic resources would result in minor and temporary impacts to these 

resources that would cease following construction.  Additionally, given the construction of 

the Energy Center, the impacts attributable to the Project which in comparison would be 

minor, may not be noticeable to the local community.  Therefore, we have determined that 

constructing and operating the Project would not result in a significant impact on 

socioeconomic resources.      

Environmental Justice 

According to the EPA, ñenvironmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful 

involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect 

to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
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and policies.ò  Fair treatment means that no group of people should bear a disproportionate 

share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, governmental, 

and commercial operations or policies (EPA, 2020b).  Meaningful involvement means:  

1. people have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions about a 

proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health;  

2. the publicôs contributions can influence the regulatory agencyôs decision;  

3. community concerns will be considered in the decision-making process; and  

4. decision makers will seek out and facilitate the involvement of those 

potentially (EPA, 2020b). 

In conducting NEPA reviews of proposed natural gas projects, the Commission 

follows the instruction of Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, which 

directs federal agencies to identify and address the ñdisproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effectsò of their actions on minority and low-income 

populations (i.e., environmental justice communities).23  Executive Order 14008, Tackling 

the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad, also directs agencies to develop ñprograms, 

policies, and activities to address the disproportionately high and adverse human health, 

environmental, climate-related, and other cumulative impacts on disadvantaged 

communities, as well as the accompanying economic challenges of such impacts.ò24  The 

term ñenvironmental justice communityò includes disadvantaged communities that have 

been historically marginalized and overburdened by pollution.25  Environmental justice 

communities include, but may not be limited to minority populations, low-income 

populations, or indigenous peoples.26 

Commission staff used EPAôs Federal Interagency Working Group on 

Environmental Justice & NEPA Committeeôs publication, Promising Practices for EJ 

Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (Promising Practices) (EPA, 2016), which provides 

methodologies for conducting environmental justice analyses throughout the NEPA 

process for this Project.  Commission staffôs use of these methodologies is described 

throughout this section. 

 
23  Exec. Order No. 12,898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629, at 7629, 7632 (Feb. 11, 1994). 
24  Exec. Order No. 14,008, 86 Fed. Reg. 7619, at 7629 (Jan. 27, 2021). 
25  Id. 
26  See EPA, EJ 2020 Glossary (Aug. 2, 2019), https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ej-2020-

glossary. 

https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ej-2020-glossary
https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ej-2020-glossary
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Commission staff used EJSCREEN27  as an initial step to gather information 

regarding minority and/or low-income populations; potential environmental quality issues; 

environmental and demographic indicators; and other important factors.  EPA recommends 

that screening tools, such as EJSCREEN, be used for a ñscreening-levelò look and a useful 

first step in understanding or highlighting locations that may require further review.  

Meaningful Engagement and Public Involvement 

The CEQôs Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental 

Policy Act (CEQ Environmental Justice Guidance) (CEQ, 1997) and Promising Practices 

recommend that Federal agencies provide opportunities for effective community 

participation in the NEPA process, including identifying potential effects and mitigation 

measures in consultation with affected communities and improving the accessibility of 

public meetings, crucial documents, and notices.28  They also recommend using adaptive 

approaches to overcome linguistic, institutional, cultural, economic, historical, or other 

potential barriers to effective participation in the decision-making processes of federal 

agencies.  In addition, Section 8 of Executive Order 13985, Advancing Racial Equity and 

Support for Underserved Communities Through the Federal Government, strongly 

encourages independent agencies to ñconsult with members of communities that have been 

historically underrepresented in the Federal Government and underserved by, or subject to 

discrimination in, federal policies and programs.ò   

There have been opportunities for public involvement during the Commissionôs 

environmental review processes.  FERCôs communication and involvement with the 

surrounding communities began when the Notice of Application was issued in April 2021 

and continued with the NOS, the NOI, and the Supplemental NOI which were issued in 

September 2021, February 2022, and March 2022, respectively.  These notices were mailed 

to the parties on FERCôs environmental mailing list, which included Federal and state 

resource agencies; elected officials; environmental groups and non-governmental 

organizations; Native American Tribes; potentially affected landowners; local libraries and 

newspapers; and other stakeholders who had indicated an interest in the Project.  Issuance 

of the NOS, NOI, and Supplemental NOI opened separate 30-day formal scoping periods.     

Alliance engaged in public outreach, including initial and ongoing outreach to local 

political stakeholders and landowners, to make them aware of the Project and its progress; 

maintained a public website, email address, and toll-free number for the Project; and has 

engaged in consultation with federally recognized Indian tribes as described in the Cultural 

Resources section of this EIS.  Alliance also published notices in the Morris Herald News 

and Coal City Current newspapers, which include circulation in Grundy County.  In 

 
27  EJSREEN is an environmental justice mapping and screening tool that provides EPA with a 

nationally consistent dataset and approach for combining environmental and demographic 

indicators. 
28  1997 CEQ Guidance at 4. 
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addition, Alliance provided copies of the application available for public review at four 

libraries in the vicinity of the Project.  These libraries include the Morris Area Public 

Library in Morris, the Three Rivers Public Library District library in Channahon, the 

Minooka Branch library in Minooka, and the Coal City Public Library District library in 

Coal City.  

Regarding future engagement and involvement, in 2021, the Commission 

established the Office of Public Participation (OPP) to support meaningful public 

engagement and participation in Commission proceedings.  OPP provides members of the 

public, including environmental justice communities, landowners, Tribal citizens, and 

consumer advocates, with assistance in FERC proceedingsðincluding navigating 

Commission processes and activities relating to the Project.  For assistance with 

interventions, comments, requests for rehearing, or other filings, and for information about 

any applicable deadlines for such filings, members of the public are encouraged to contact 

OPP directly at 202-502-6592 or OPP@ferc.gov for further information. 

FERC received several comments from the EPA concerning the EISôs 

environmental justice analysis.  Specifically, the EPA recommends we: 1) identify whether 

low-income and/or minority communities are present in the project area; 2) describe plans 

to engage community members, informing them of project status and using their input in 

the project planning process; 3) evaluate the impacts of this proposal on low-income and/or 

minority communities and sensitive receptors (e.g., children, people with asthma, etc.); 4) 

compare project impacts on low-income and minority populations with an appropriate 

reference community to determine whether there may be disproportionate impacts and 

consider risk of exposure to hazardous/toxic materials associated with the proposed 

construction and operation and air quality and noise impacts due to construction; 5) identify 

measures to ensure robust community engagement, minimize adverse community impacts, 

and avoid disproportionate impacts to communities with EJ concerns; 6) use census-tract-

level information to initially help locate communities with EJ concerns; and 7) identify 

(and avoid the placement of) material hauling routes away from places where children live, 

learn, and play, to the extent feasible and consider homes, schools, daycares, and 

playgrounds.  As appropriate, we address these comments in this section and other sections 

of this analysis.   

In the following discussion, we indicate whether low-income and/or minority 

communities are present in the Project area using U.S. Census American Community 

Survey information.  In discussion above, we summarize our public outreach efforts as well 

as Allianceôs public outreach efforts.  Because no low-income and/or minority 

communities are present in the Project area; impacts on these communities are not 

discussed.  Impacts on sensitive receptors are discussed, as appropriate, in other sections 

of this analysis; specifically, Air Quality and Noise, Land Use, and Visual Resources.  Due 

to the absence of low-income and/or minority communities in the Project area, no 

disproportionate impacts would occur.   

mailto:OPP@ferc.gov
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Identification of Environmental Justice Communities 

According to the CEQôs Environmental Justice Guidance and Promising Practices, 

minority populations are those groups that include: American Indian or Alaskan Native; 

Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or Hispanic.  Following the 

recommendations set forth in Promising Practices, FERC uses the 50 percent and the 

meaningfully greater analysis methods to identify minority populations.  Using these 

methodologies, minority populations exist when either: (a) the aggregate minority 

population of a block group in the affected area exceeds 50 percent; or (b) the aggregate 

minority population of a block group in the affected area is 10 percent higher than the 

aggregate minority population percentage in the county.  The aforementioned guidance 

also directs low-income populations to be identified based on the annual statistical poverty 

thresholds from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Using Promising Practicesô low-income 

threshold criteria method, low-income populations exist when the percentage of low-

income population in the identified block group is equal to or greater than that of the 

county.   

Table 4.8-1 below identifies the census block groups crossed by the proposed 

pipeline and within one mile of the proposed metering and regulating station.  To ensure 

we are using the most recent available data, we use the U.S. Census American Community 

Survey File# B03002 and File# B17017 as the source for race, ethnicity, poverty, and age 

data for households at the census block group level.  According to the current U.S. Census 

Bureau information, no minority or low-income populations exist within the census block 

groups crossed by the Project.   

As presented in table 4.8-1 and depicted in figure 4.8-1, no environmental justice 

communities would be crossed by the Project and no impacts on environmental justice 

communities would occur as a result of constructing and operating the proposed facilities.  

Therefore, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts would be experienced by 

environmental justice communities.   
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Table 4.8-1 

Minority Populations by Race and Ethnicity and Low-Income Populations in the Project Area  

State/County/ 

Census Tract and 

Block Group 

POPULATION 

COLUMN  RACE AND ETHNICITY COLUMNS  

LOW-

INCOME 

COLUMN 

Total  

 

White 

(Not 

Hispanic) 

(%) 

Black or 

African 

American 

(%) 

Asian 

(%) 

American 

Indian and 

Alaskan 

Native 

(%) 

Native 

Hawaiian 

and Other 

Pacific 

Islander 

(%) 

Some 

Other 

Race 

Alone 

(%) 

Two 

or 

more 

races 

(%) 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

(%) 

Total 

Minority 

(%)b  

Total 

Households 

Below 

Poverty 

Level (%) 

Illinois  12,716,164  60.9 13.9 5.5 0.1 <0.1 0.2 2.2 17.2 39.2  12.0 

Three Rivers Interconnection Project 

Grundy County, 

Illinois 

50,798  85.7 1.1 0.8 <0.1 <0.1 0.3 1.8 10.2 14.3  6.7 

Census Tract 1.03 

Block Group 4 

(170630001034) 

1,573  85.8 4.6 2.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 4.5 2.6 14.2  0.0 

Census Tract 7 

Block Group 1a 

(170630007001) 

1,208  95.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 4.1  0.0 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2016-2020, File # B01017 and File # B03002. 

a/ The proposed metering and regulating station and a one-mile radius are located within this single block group.   

b/ ñMinorityò refers to people who reported their ethnicity and race as something other than non-Hispanic White. 

Due to rounding differences in the dataset, the totals may not reflect the sum of the addends. 
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Figure 4.8-1 

Census Block Groups Crossed by the Three 

Rivers Interconnection Project 
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4.9 LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES  

Land Use 

The Project would affect agricultural, developed, forested, and open space land uses.  

The Project would also affect wetlands (see section 4.3).  About 48 percent of land crossed 

is characterized as open space and most of the land affected has been zoned as ñpark and 

recreationalò (see discussion below) and ñindustrial.ò  Lastly, no residential land would be 

affected by the Project.  The nearest residence to Project workspace is over 2,000 feet away.    

Agricultural land use includes cultivated croplands and hay fields.  Developed land 

use includes industrial facilities, roads, one railroad, and other utilities.  The Project would 

be collocated with other utility rights-of-way for just over 1.0 mile.  Forested lands are 

wooded areas which are generally unmanaged and not utilized for silviculture (see section 

4.5).  Open space (also referred to as ñopen landò) includes unmanaged grasslands and 

undeveloped lands.  Additionally, the pipeline would be located below the I&M Canal (and 

I&M Canal State Trail) and the Illinois River which support hiking, fishing, boating, bird 

watching, bicycling, and other recreational activities.   

According to Alliance, the majority of land that would be crossed by the pipeline is 

privately owned and use for construction and operation of the Project would be secured via 

easements that convey temporary and permanent rights-of-way.  For the aboveground 

facilities, Alliance would obtain easement agreements, leases, or purchase the land.  An 

easement agreement would provide compensation to a landowner in exchange for the rights 

granted to Alliance to access and use the property.  The easement agreement would address 

damages to the property during construction, restrictions on permitted uses within the 

permanent right-of-way, and post-construction restoration specifics. 

Following construction, temporarily affected lands would be restored and would not 

be affected by Project operations.  As part of its post-construction maintenance activities, 

Alliance may periodically mow or selectively remove woody vegetation from the 

permanent easement.  Maintenance clearing of vegetation would not be performed more 

frequently than every three years; however, a corridor approximately 10 feet in width and 

centered over the pipeline may be maintained more frequently to maintain an herbaceous 

state.  In wetlands with woody vegetation, a 10-foot-wide corridor centered on the pipeline 

may be cleared at a frequency necessary to maintain herbaceous vegetation.  Alliance 

would not conduct any routine vegetation mowing or clearing on the land between HDD 

entry and exit points. 

As described previously, ground disturbing activities would temporarily affect 

about 42.8 acres of land of which 10.1 acres are agricultural, 25.3 are open space, 1.0 acre 

is forested, 2.0 acres are developed, 3.7 acres are wetlands.  Additionally, 0.7 acre of open 

water would be crossed.  Operating the Project would require the permanent use of about 

18.2 acres of land.  This includes 1.2 acres of agricultural and forested land that would be 

permanently converted to developed land.   
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Project-related activities which are expected to occur over four months, but may 

require additional time to complete due to a variety of factors including field conditions, 

weather, and equipment/contractor issues, would temporarily preclude land use and may 

affect recreation activities associated with the I&M Canal and Illinois River.  Operating 

the Project would permanently impact maintained lands as permanent structures and 

vegetation and excavation-related activities would be restricted directly over the pipeline.    

Constructing and operating the Project would result in minimal impacts on open 

lands as these spaces are generally unmanaged.  Impacts on open space land use would be 

minor and temporary and prior use of the land (with limited restrictions as described above) 

may continue once the Project is complete.      

During construction, affected lands would be encumbered preventing or deterring 

agricultural-related grading, planting, soil enhancement, harvesting and other activities.  

Drain tiles and irrigation systems may be temporarily relocated and could be damaged.  To 

reduce impacts on agricultural lands, Alliance would conduct ground-disturbing activities 

in accordance with its E&SCP, including installing erosion and sediment controls, topsoil 

segregation and stabilization measures, restoration of drainage contours, and 

decompaction.  Following completion of the Project, affected lands would be restored, 

impacts to drain tiles and irrigation systems would be addressed, and agricultural use of 

affected lands could resume.  Although impacts on agricultural land use (preclusion and 

physical impacts to the land and drain tiles and irrigation systems) are generally temporary, 

occurring over only one growing season, several short-term impacts, generally observed 

following restoration of affected lands, could occur as a result of the Project.  These impacts 

include soil disturbance, soil compaction, uneven grading and settling resulting in ponding, 

soil mixing (soil horizons and/or rock), unsuitable drainage, and the spread or introduction 

of non-native plant species.  These short-term impacts could affect agricultural land use 

and crop production for multiple years.  Alliance would visually inspect agricultural land 

to assess the success of restoration and compliance with landowner agreements.  

Commission environmental staff would also monitor restoration efforts and require action 

if necessary.  Revegetation of agricultural areas would be considered successful when crop 

growth and vigor are similar to adjacent undisturbed portions of the same field, unless the 

easement agreement specifies otherwise.  An important element of right-of-way restoration 

in active agricultural areas is timely replanting of crops or other cover vegetation.  

Resumption of agricultural operations following Project construction and/or planting of a 

cover crop aids in the restoration of soil structure and productivity that could take several 

years to achieve success, depending on site-specific conditions and land use practices. 
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Project-related activities could also affect developed lands.  Portions of permanently 

maintained easements collocated with the Project would be used for construction 

workspace.  However, impacts on adjacent/crossed utilities (and roads and one railroad) 

would generally be avoided using special construction techniques (HDD and bores); 

therefore, we do not expect any disruption to their operation.  To ensure impacts on 

developed lands are minimized, Alliance would notify and coordinate with the appropriate 

utility operators.   

Construction equipment associated with the Project would use public roads to access 

workspaces which would require the installation of rock entrances from the public road to 

the workspace.  The use of public roads could increase traffic and affect road conditions 

(tracking of mud and increased road wear).  In its comments on the Project, the EPA 

recommends that material hauling routes be located away from places where children live, 

learn, and play, to the extent feasible including homes, schools, daycares, and playgrounds.  

The public roads providing access to Project workspaces also provide access to several 

industrial facilities and the construction traffic associated with the Project would not be out 

of character on these roads.  The nearest daycare, school, and playground to the Project are 

all located over 1.25 miles away to the north of Project workspaces.  These facilities are all 

located in a residential area that would not be traversed by Project-related vehicles.  

Furthermore, to reduce impacts on public roads, Alliance would adhere to local permit 

requirements.  Alliance would also construct ten access roads to facilitate the movement of 

equipment to Project workspaces.  These roads, which would require grading and the 

placement of rock/gravel, would affect agricultural, developed, and open space lands and 

one wetland.  In general, we expect the use and impact of these access roads to be 

temporary; however, following construction landowners may choose to retain these roads.  

Access roads not retained by the landowners would be removed and affected lands restored 

to pre-construction conditions to the extent practical.   

Based on the existing uses of affected lands, the scope of the Project, the temporary 

nature of impacts on land use, and the minimal permanent impacts on agricultural land due 

to the installation of the aboveground facilities, we conclude that constructing and 

operating the Project would not significantly impact land use.  

Public Lands and other Managed Lands 

 As described previously, the proposed pipeline would cross under the I&M Canal, 

I&M Canal State Trail, and the Illinois River.  The I&M Canal and the I&M Canal State 

Trail are part of the I&M Canal National Heritage Area which is managed by the Canal 

Corridor Association, a non-profit organization affiliated and an affiliated unit of the 

National Park System.  These resources and the Illinois River are owned or managed by 

the IDNR and support numerous activities including walking, jogging, bicycling, kayaking, 

fishing, bird watching, and historical education.  Actions affecting IDNR-owned land 

undergo a CERP to review potential impacts on threatened or endangered species, Illinois 

Natural Area Inventory sites, wetlands, cultural resources, and other resources.  Although 
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these resources would be crossed via HDDs and as a result their use should be unaffected 

or any impact on them minimal, a CERP is still required by the IDNR.  In an August 1, 

2022 filing, Alliance stated that it submitted a CERP form and supporting documents to 

IDNR on July 15, 2021 and received from IDNR a completed and signed CERP form on 

September 13, 2021.  The IDNR is currently in the final stages of reviewing Allianceôs 

License Agreement.  Alliance states that it would provide a copy of the executed License 

Agreement to the Commission upon receipt. 

As described in sections 4.5 and 4.6, several INAI Sites which include high quality 

natural areas, endangered species habitat, and other significant natural features are located 

in the Project area.  Using the IDNR EcoCAT, Alliance identified the following: 

¶ Goose Lake Prairie INAI Class I, II and III Site; 

¶ Illinois River ï Dresden INAI Class II Site; 

¶ Kankakee River Segment INAI Class II, III, and IV Site; 

¶ Goose Lake Prairie Class III Groundwater Site; and 

¶ Goose Lake Prairie Nature Preserve. 

 The Project would not cross the Goose Lake Prairie Nature Preserve, the Goose 

Lake Prairie INAI Site, or the Kankakee River INAI Site.  The Project would cross the 

Illinois River ï Dresden INAI Site via HDD; therefore, impacts are not anticipated.  The 

Project would also cross the Goose Lake Prairie Class III Groundwater Site, which is 

addressed in section 4.2.    

Visual Resources        

The visual setting of the Project area can be characterized as open, rural, and 

industrial due to the presence of the Energy Center, and other utilities/industrial facilities.  

Due to the relatively flat topography of the area and depending on the observation location, 

the two nuclear facilities and other industrial facilities may be viewable.  As described 

above, the Project area consists of open space and developed land.  The nearest residence 

to Project workspace is over 2,000 feet away.  The nearest non-residential receptor, Aux 

Sable Elementary School and Playground, is about 1.1 miles northeast of Project 

workspace.     

The use of heavy construction equipment and other related vehicles to conduct 

ground-disturbing activities and the placement of materials and soils on affected lands 

would temporarily impact the visual character of the Project area.  Individuals in the Project 

area may find this affect to be displeasing.  However, we anticipate that with the exception 

of the I&M Canal (and trail) and Illinois River, only individuals working in the area or 

incidental visitors would experience any impact and this impact would be minor and 

temporary.  Furthermore, as ground-disturbing activities are complete, the visual impact 
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would cease and would shift with the equipment and activity.  From the water or along the 

banks of the I&M Canal and the Illinois River, the proposed HDDs and associated 

equipment, would result in a visual impact; however, the HDDs would be setback from the 

I&M Canal and Illinois River to reduce this impact, and based on the general character of 

the area, we conclude this impact would be minimal and ultimately still temporary.   

The erection of new minor aboveground piping facilities would result in a 

permanent impact on the visual character of the project area.  Again, individuals may find 

this affect to be displeasing.  However, because these aboveground facilities are considered 

minor, are generally low to the ground, and would not be out of character for the Project 

area (the meter station would be located within the boundaries of the Energy Center), their 

impact would not significantly affect the visual character of the Project area.   

Based on existing land use and the visual character of the Project area and the mostly 

temporary project-related impacts on these resources, we conclude that the Project would 

not significantly impact land use and visual resources.   

4.10 AIR QUALITY  AND CLIMATE CHANGE  

Air Quality  

 The term ñair qualityò refers to relative concentrations of pollutants in the ambient 

air.  Constructing and operating the Project could affect local and regional air quality.  This 

section summarizes federal and state air quality regulations that are applicable to the 

proposed facilities.  This section also characterizes the existing air quality and describes 

potential impacts the facilities may have on air quality regionally and locally, as well as 

the Projectôs potential impacts on climate change.   

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS consider if the 

Project would result in facility and/or operation changes to other Alliance pipeline facilities 

(e.g., compressor stations), and if so, associated air quality impacts should be identified 

and mitigated to reduce emissions.  The Project would not increase the capacity of 

Allianceôs system and would not require any additional modifications to Allianceôs existing 

system.  Therefore, no other air emissions would occur, and no mitigation would be 

necessary.  The EPA also made several recommendations concerning GHGs, methane 

leakage, the social cost of GHGs, and impacts on air quality.  These comments are 

addressed as appropriate in the following analysis.          

 Ambient air quality is protected by the Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, as amended 

in 1977 and 1990.  The EPA oversees the implementation of the CAA and has established 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect human health and welfare.29  

 
29  The current NAAQS are listed on the EPAôs website at https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-

pollutants/naaqs-table. 
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NAAQS have been developed for seven ñcriteria air pollutantsò including nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than or 

equal to 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5), particulate matter less than or equal 

to 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM10), and lead, and includes levels for short-term 

(acute) and long term (chronic) exposures.  Ozone is not directly emitted into the 

atmosphere from an emission source.  Ozone develops as a result of a chemical reaction 

between nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the presence of 

sunlight.   

 As well as being the reactant to form ozone, VOCs are a subset of organic 

compounds that are emitted during fossil-fuel combustion and can cause a variety of health 

effects, from irritation to more serious health impacts.  Fossil fuel combustion would occur 

through the use of construction equipment.  Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are also 

emitted during fossil-fuel combustion and contain compounds that are known to cause 

cancer and/or have other serious health effects. 

 The NAAQS include two standards, primary and secondary.  Primary standards 

establish limits that are considered to be protective of human health and welfare, including 

sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.  Secondary standards 

set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against reduced visibility and 

damage to crops, vegetation, animals, and buildings (EPA, 2021).  Under the CAA, each 

state prepares a State Implementation Plan to demonstrate the stateôs air quality 

management program to attain or maintain the NAAQS.  States must adopt standards that 

are at least as stringent as the NAAQS.  At the state level, Illinois has adopted standards 

which are equivalent to the NAAQS for CO, ozone, SO2, PM2.5, PM10, and lead, as codified 

under Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code, Part 243. 

 The term GHGs refers to the number of gases and aerosols that occur in the 

atmosphere both naturally and as a result of human activities, such as the burning of fossil 

fuels.  GHGs are non-toxic and non-hazardous at normal ambient concentrations; however, 

they were identified as pollutants by the EPA due to the impacts on the global climate 

system.  The primary GHGs that would be emitted by the Project are carbon dioxide (CO2), 

methane, and nitrous oxide.  During construction and operation of the Project, GHGs would 

be emitted from the majority of construction equipment, the operation of the meter & 

regulating station, and at valves and other aboveground appurtenances associated with the 

Project. 

 Emissions of GHGs are typically quantified and regulated in units of carbon dioxide 

equivalents (CO2e).  CO2e takes into account the global warming potential (GWP) of each 

GHG.  The GWP is the measure of a particular GHGôs ability to absorb solar radiation as 

well as its residence time within the atmosphere.  The GWP allows comparison of global 

warming impacts between different gases; the higher the GWP, the more that gas 

contributes to climate change in comparison to CO2.   
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For comparison, CO2 has a GWP of 1, methane has a GWP of 25, and nitrous oxide has a 

GWP of 298 (EPA, 2022).30  There are no applicable ambient standards or emission limits 

for GHG under the CAA. 

Existing Air Quality 

 The Project area for this air analysis is Grundy County.  The climate of the Project 

area was accessed from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric AssociationðNational 

Centers for Environmental Information (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association, 

2020) to obtain local climate information from 1981 through 2010.  The Channahon 

Dresden Island weather station located southwest of Channahon, Illinois was selected 

because it is the closest station to the Project area.  The Channahon Dresden Island weather 

station records local temperature and precipitation information.  Based on measured 

climatological data, the average daily temperature ranges from 22.9 degrees Fahrenheit in 

January to 74.0 degrees Fahrenheit in July.  The average monthly precipitation ranges from 

1.59 inches in February to 4.17 inches in June and July.   

 The EPA and state and local agencies have established a network of ambient air 

quality monitoring stations to measure concentrations of criteria pollutants across the 

United States.  The data are then averaged over a specific time-period and used by 

regulatory agencies to determine compliance with the NAAQS and to determine if an area 

is in attainment (criteria pollutant concentrations are below the NAAQS), nonattainment 

(criteria pollutant concentrations exceed the NAAQS), or maintenance (area was formerly 

nonattainment and is currently in attainment).  Grundy County is designated as a serious 

nonattainment area for the 2008 ozone standard, marginal nonattainment area for 2015 

ozone standard, and subject to an EPA-approved maintenance plan with respect to 1997 

PM2.5 NAAQS standard.  General Conformity was established under the CAA (Section 

176(c)(4)) and helps states and tribes improve air quality in those areas that do not meet 

the NAAQS or are trying to stay in compliance with the NAAQS in those areas subject to 

a maintenance plan - like Grundy County. 

Regulatory Requirements 

 We have reviewed the following federal requirements and determined that they are 

not applicable to the proposed Project: 

¶ New Source Review; 

¶ Title V; 

 

30  These GWPs are based on a 100-year time period. We have selected their use over other published 

GWPs for other timeframes because these are the GWPs the EPA has established for reporting of 

GHG emissions and air permitting requirements. This allows for a consistent comparison with these 

regulatory requirements. 
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¶ National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants; 

¶ New Source Performance Standards; and 

¶ Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule. 

Construction Emissions Impacts and Mitigation 

 During construction, a minor and temporary reduction in ambient air quality may 

result from criteria pollutant emissions and fugitive dust generated by construction 

equipment.  The quantity of fugitive dust emissions would depend on the moisture content 

and texture of the soils that would be disturbed.  Fugitive dust and other emissions due to 

construction activities generally do not pose a significant increase in regional pollutant 

levels; however, local pollutant levels could increase.  Dust suppression techniques, such 

as watering may be used in construction zones to minimize the impacts of fugitive dust on 

surrounding areas.  Moreover, large equipment that is powered by diesel or gasoline 

engines are sources of combustion-related emissions including GHGs, NOx, CO, VOC, 

SO2, PM10, PM2.5 and HAPs.  The Project would be located in a part of Grundy County 

that was re-designated as compliant with the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS standard and is currently 

designated a maintenance area and accordingly governed by an EPA-approved 

maintenance plan with respect to 1997 PM2.5 NAAQs standard.  Construction of the 

proposed facilities would result in temporary, localized, and minor impacts on air quality.  

Furthermore, Alliance would implement numerous emissions-related measures including 

limiting construction equipment usage, minimizing emissions through proper equipment 

maintenance, and requiring contractors to restrict equipment idling and requiring the use 

of low-sulfur fuels.  Based upon the moderate level of construction emissions, the duration 

of construction, and the results of the General Conformity applicability determination, we 

conclude that construction emissions would not result in a significant local or regional air 

quality impact.     

 Construction emissions from the Project are shown in table 4.10-1 below.  

Construction activities are the primary source of emissions for this Project; and as shown 

below, the construction emissions for the Project are below the General Conformity 

applicability thresholds for a serious nonattainment area, marginal nonattainment area, and 

a maintenance area.  Therefore, the Project would not require a General Conformity 

determination. 
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Table 4.10-1 

Construction Emissions (tons per year)  

Project Identification  
NOX 

(tons) 

CO 

(tons) 

SO2 

(tons) 

PM2.5 

(tons) 

PM10 

(tons) 

VOC 

(tons) 

CO2e 

(tons) 

Pipeline Segment               

Diesel Non-Road Equipment 25.2 5.4 2.1 1.8 1.8 2.0 935 

Diesel and Gas On-Road Equipment 0.01 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.93 

Construction Activity Fugitive Dust -- -- -- 1.8 16.5 -- -- 

Unpaved Roadway Fugitive Dust -- -- -- 0.3 5.2 -- -- 

Commissioning of Pipeline -- -- -- -- -- -- 200 

Pipeline Total 25.2 5.4 2.1 3.9 23.5 2.1 1,136 

Aboveground Facilities               

Diesel Non-Road Equipment 12.3 2.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 455 

Diesel and Gas On-Road Equipment 0 0 0 0.00 0 0.01 0.4 

Construction Activity Fugitive Dust -- -- -- 0.5 4.6 -- -- 

Unpaved Roadway Fugitive Dust -- -- -- 0.20 4.0 -- -- 

Aboveground Facility Total 12.3 2.6 0.8 1.5 9.5 1.0 456 

Totala 37.5 8.1 2.9 5.4 33.0 3.1 1,591 
a The numbers in this table have been rounded for presentation purposes.  As a result, the totals may not reflect the sum of the 

addends. 

 

Operational Emissions Impacts and Mitigation 

 Operational emissions at the proposed meter station come from two primary 

sources: direct gas releases associated with maintenance and operation of the meter station, 

and fugitive emissions.  Emissions of individual pollutants were calculated by multiplying 

the total fugitive gas emissions from gas releases by the estimated weight percent of each 

pollutant in the natural gas.  Emissions from fugitive components were estimated using 

design documents to determine the quantity of components and using EPA emission factors 

for oil and gas facilities.  Operational emissions from the Project are shown in table 4.10-

2 below.    

   
Table 4.10-2 

Operational Emissions (tons per year)  

Project Identification  
NOX 

(tons) 

CO 

(tons) 

SO2 

(tons) 

PM2.5 

(tons) 

PM10 

(tons) 

VOC 

(tons) 

HAPs 

(tons) 

CO2e 

(tons) 

Meter Station 

Operational Emissions 
-- -- -- -- -- 1.2 0.1 292 

Total -- --  -- -- -- 1.2 0.1 292 

 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA expressed concern about methane leakage 

and suggested Alliance should commit to implementing measures that would reduce 
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methane leakage.  EPA reiterated these recommendations in its comments on the final EIS.  

Given the low emissions of methane from the project, which is the primarily GHG emitted 

(listed in table 4.10-2 as CO2e), we determined that no additional mitigation would be 

necessary.     

 The addition of operational emissions estimates to the construction emission 

estimates would not exceed the applicable threshold for General Conformity, which is 100 

tpy for the above listed criteria pollutants.  Based on the short duration of construction 

activities (4 months) and our review of the estimated emissions from construction and 

operation of the proposed Project, we do not believe there would be regionally significant 

impacts on air quality. 

Upstream and Downstream Emissions 

 In comments on the Project, the EPA recommended that the EIS identify and discuss 

whether the Project could result in new construction and/or operational changes at 

Allianceôs other facilities, outside of the Project.  In its comments on the draft EIS, the EPA 

stated that the final EIS should also explain if additional gas would be transported on 

Alli anceôs mainline system solely for the purpose of supplying gas through the Three 

Rivers Interconnect.  In its comments on the draft EIS, Sierra Club similarly expressed 

concerns that the draft EIS failed to examine downstream emissions associated with the 

Project, and questioned that the Project would not increase throughput.   

 CPV currently holds a long-term contract for firm transportation service on 

Allianceôs system through October 31, 2031.  FERC approval of the Project would not 

itself change any of CPVôs contracted volumes or any other shipperôs contracted volumes 

but would instead result in the Energy Center becoming an additional delivery point on 

Allianceôs system to which CPV and other shippers may deliver gas.  Alliance states it is 

able to provide delivery to the Energy Center using its existing transportation capacity.  

Therefore, the Project would not result in any incremental increase in downstream 

consumption of natural gas, as any gas consumed at the Energy Center would displace 

combustion of the same quantities of gas currently occurring at or near other delivery 

points.  

 When emissions are calculated based upon the combustion of the upper-bound 

Project capacity of 210 MMcf (210,050.14 dekatherms) per day of natural gas transported 

by the Project under full-load operating conditions, as opposed to emissions resulting from 

the operation of the site equipment presented in table 4.10-2, it is estimated that Project-

related combustion would emit 4.21 million metric tons of CO2e annually.   

 

The downstream combustion of transported gas would be at the Energy Center; however, 

the Project would not result in any change in the volume of gas transported on the Alliance 
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system that is ultimately combusted.  The Project merely adds an additional delivery point 

on Allianceôs system.  There would be no increase in overall transportation capacity.31   

 The EPA also recommended in its comments on the draft EIS that the final EIS 

clarify if the Project could trigger increased use of available capacity on the mainline 

system with its new connection to the Energy Center.  Sierra Club recommended that the 

final EIS analyze all potential future emissions given that the Project utilizes a 20-inch 

pipeline with a capacity of 420 MMcf/day (twice the amount of the upper-bound Project 

capacity). As mentioned above, the Project merely adds an additional delivery point on 

Allianceôs system; and therefore, no additional facility would be required or constructed.  

Further, Alliance states that from April 2021 to May 2022, the utilization factor for 

Allianceôs mainline system was 93.4 percent, with CPVôs capacity utilization at 99.6 

percent.  Any future proposal for system capacity increase would be analyzed by 

Commission staff at that time, as applicable. 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA suggested we include upstream GHG 

emissions.  The EPA reiterated this suggestion in its comments on the draft EIS.  In 

comments on the draft EIS, Sierra Club expressed similar concerns.  The EPA 

recommended that FERC use its Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks as the basis 

to develop generalized upstream emission estimates.  To date, the Commission has not 

found upstream emissions to be an effect of any proposed project, primarily because of the 

following unknown factors: the location of the supply source; whether transported gas will 

come from new or existing production; and whether there will be any potential associated 

development activities, and if so, its location.  The Commission will continue to determine, 

on a case-by-case basis, whether GHG emissions from upstream production activities are 

a reasonably foreseeable and causally connected result of a proposed project. 

 Based on our review of the Project, and as stated above, the Project would only add 

a delivery point and there would be no increase in the capacity of Allianceôs mainline 

system; therefore, we conclude that no increase in upstream natural gas production is 

expected.   

 

31  Downstream use of the natural gas transported by the Project would depend upon utilization of the 

pipeline facilities and the Energy Centerôs operations.  Alliance has indicated that the existing 

NGPL interconnect and its proposed interconnect are each designed to be a source of fuel to support 

full load operation of the Energy Center and could be used interchangeably, as needed, to ensure 

reliability and fuel security.   
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Climate Change 

 Climate change is the variation in the Earthôs climate (including temperature, 

precipitation, humidity, wind, and other meteorological variables) over time.  Climate 

change is driven by accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere due to the increased 

consumption of fossil fuels (e.g., coal, petroleum, natural gas) since the early beginnings 

of the industrial age and accelerating in the mid- to late-20th century.32  The GHGs 

produced by fossil-fuel combustion are CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide. 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA makes several statements and 

recommendations concerning how the EIS should consider and address climate change 

issues (see appendix A).  We address these comments below.   

 In 2017 and 2018, the U.S. Global Change research Program (USGCRP)33 issued 

its Climate Science Special Report: Fourth National Climate Assessment, Volumes I and 

II.34  This report and the recently released report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change, Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis, state that climate change has 

resulted in a wide range of impacts across every region of the country and the globe.  Those 

impacts extend beyond atmospheric climate change alone and include changes to water 

resources, agriculture, ecosystems, human health, and ocean systems.35  According to the 

Fourth Assessment Report, the United States and the world are warming; global sea level 

is rising, and oceans are acidifying; and certain weather events are becoming more frequent 

and more severe.36  These impacts have accelerated throughout the end of the 20th and into 

the 21st century.37 

 
32  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, United Nations, Summary for Policymakers of 

Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis. (Valerie Masson-Delmotte et al., eds.) (2021), 

https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf (IPCC Report) 

at SPM-5. Other forces contribute to climate change, such as agriculture, forest clearing, and 

other anthropogenically driven sources. 
33  The U.S. Global Change Research Program is the leading U.S. scientific body on climate change. 

It comprises representatives from 13 federal departments and agencies and issues reports every 4 

years that describe the state of the science relating to climate change and the effects of climate 

change on different regions of the United States and on various societal and environmental 

sectors, such as water resources, agriculture, energy use, and human health. 
34  U.S. Global Change Research Program, Climate Science Special Report, Fourth National Climate 

Assessment Volume I (Donald J. Wuebbles et al. eds) (2017),  

https://science2017.globalchange.gov/downloads/CSSR2017_FullReport.pdf (USGCRP Report 

Volume I); U.S. Global Change Research Program, Fourth National Climate Assessment, 

Volume II Impacts, Risks, And Adaptation In The United States (David Reidmiller et al. eds.) 

(2018),  https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/downloads/NCA4_2018_FullReport.pdf (USGCRP 

Report Volume II). 
35  IPCC Report at SPM-5 to SPM-10. 
36  USGCRP Report Volume II at 73-75. 
37  See, e.g., USGCRP Report Volume II at 99 (describing accelerating flooding rates in Atlantic and 

Gulf Coast cities). 

https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf
https://science2017.globalchange.gov/downloads/CSSR2017_FullReport.pdf
https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/downloads/NCA4_2018_FullReport.pdf
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 GHG emissions do not result in proportional local and immediate impacts; it is the 

combined concentration in the atmosphere that affects the global climate.  These are 

fundamentally global impacts that feed back to local and regional climate change impacts.  

Thus, the geographic scope for cumulative analysis of GHG emissions is global rather than 

local or regional.  For example, a project 1 mile away emitting 1 ton of GHGs would 

contribute to climate change in a similar manner as a project 2,000 miles distant also 

emitting 1 ton of GHGs. 

 Climate change is a global concern; however, for this analysis, we will focus on the 

existing and potential cumulative climate change impacts in the Project area.  The 

USGCRPôs Fourth Assessment Report notes the following observations of environmental 

impacts are attributed to climate change in the Midwest region.38 

¶ Increases in warm-season absolute humidity and precipitation have eroded 

soils, created favorable conditions for pests and pathogens, and degraded the 

quality of stored grain. 

¶ Threats from a changing climate are interacting with existing stressors such 

as invasive species and pests to increase tree mortality and reduce forest 

productivity. 

¶ Stormwater management systems, transportation networks, and other critical 

infrastructures are already experiencing impacts from changing precipitation 

patterns and elevated flood risks. 

¶ At-risk communities in the Midwest are becoming more vulnerable to 

climate change impacts such as flooding, drought, and increases in urban heat 

islands and tribal nations are especially vulnerable because of their reliance 

on threatened natural resources for their cultural, subsistence, and economic 

needs. 

 The USGCRPôs Fourth Assessment Report notes the following projections of 

climate change impacts in the Midwest with a high or very high level of confidence.39 

¶ Projected changes in precipitation, coupled with rising extreme temperatures 

before mid-century, will reduce Midwest agricultural productivity to levels 

of the 1980s without major technological advances. 

¶ Impacts will result in the loss of economically and culturally important tree 

species, such as paper birch and black ash, and are expected to lead to the 

conversion of some forests to other forest types or even to non-forested 

ecosystems by the end of the century. 

 
38  USGCRP Report Volume I and II. 
39  USGCRP Report Volume II. 
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¶ Climate change is expected to worsen existing conditions and introduce new 

health threats by increasing the frequency and intensity of poor air quality 

days, extreme high temperature events, and heavy rainfalls; extending pollen 

seasons; and modifying the distribution of disease-carrying pests and insects. 

¶ The annual cost of adapting urban stormwater systems to more frequent and 

severe storms is projected to exceed $500 million for the Midwest by the end 

of the century. 

 It should be noted that while the impacts described above taken individually may be 

manageable for certain communities, the impacts of compound extreme events (such as 

simultaneous heat and drought, wildfires associated with hot and dry conditions, or 

flooding associated with high precipitation on top of saturated soils) can be greater than 

the sum of the parts.40 

 Constructing and operating the Project would increase the atmospheric 

concentration of GHGs in combination with past, current, and future emissions from all 

other sources globally and contribute incrementally to future climate change impacts.  In 

its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS identify the measures that 

would be implemented to reduce GHG emissions.  As described above, Alliance would 

implement numerous emissions-related measures including limiting construction 

equipment usage, minimizing emissions through proper equipment maintenance, requiring 

contractors to restrict equipment idling.   

 In its comments on the draft EIS, Sierra Club asserted that FERC failed to take a 

hard look at the impacts of GHG emissions, evaluate their significance and impact, and 

factor these emissions into the public convenience and necessity test.  Sierra Club asserted 

that such analysis is required under the NGA and NEPA, citing Sierra Club v. FERC 867 

f.3d 1357.  To date, Commission staff have not identified a methodology to attribute 

discrete, quantifiable, physical effects on the environment resulting from a projectôs 

incremental contribution to GHGs.  We disclose Project GHG emissions, impacts, and 

mitigation measures throughout this section of the EIS based on the best available science.  

However, this EIS is not characterizing the Projectôs GHG emissions as significant or 

insignificant because the Commission is conducting a generic proceeding to determine 

whether and how the Commission will conduct significance determinations going forward.  

As described previously, under section 7(c) of the NGA, the Commission determines 

whether interstate natural gas transportation facilities are in the public convenience and 

necessity, and if so, grants a Certificate to construct and operate them.  The Commission 

will consider the environmental information from this EIS, along with the non-

environmental issues, such as economic issues, including need, in making its decision to 

approve or deny Allianceôs request for a Certificate. 

 
40  USGCRP Report Volume II. 
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To assess impacts on climate change associated with the Project, Commission staff 

considered whether it could identify discrete physical impacts resulting from the Projectôs 

GHG emissions or compare the Projectôs GHG emissions to established targets designed 

to combat climate change.  To date, Commission staff have not identified a methodology 

to attribute discrete, quantifiable, physical effects on the environment resulting from the 

Projectôs incremental contribution to GHGs.  Without the ability to determine discrete 

resource impacts, Commission staff are unable to assess the Projectôs contribution to 

climate change through any objective analysis of physical impact attributable to the 

Project.  Additionally, Commission staff have not been able to find an established 

threshold for determining the Projectôs significance when compared to established GHG 

reduction targets at the state or federal level.  Ultimately, this EIS is not characterizing 

the Projectôs GHG emissions as significant or insignificant because the Commission is 

conducting a generic proceeding to determine whether and how the Commission will 

conduct significance determinations going forward.41  However, as we have done in prior 

NEPA analyses, we disclose the Projectôs GHG emissions in comparison to national and 

state GHG emission inventories and state GHG reduction goals.  In its comments on the 

draft EIS, Sierra Club stated that FERC could have applied the significance threshold of 

100,000 tons per year of greenhouse gas emissions, established in FERCôs February 18, 

2022, interim policy statement on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 

Natural Gas Infrastructure Project Reviews, or made a case-specific determination of 

significance for the Project.  The referenced policy statement is a pending policy decision 

at the time of this EIS publication and its resolution is beyond the scope of staffôs NEPA 

review in this proceeding.  Furthermore, the Commission issued a March 24, 2022 Order 

on Draft Policy Statements reclassifying the February 18, 2022 interim policy statements 

as ñdraftò and clarifying that ñ[t]he Commission will not apply the Updated Draft Policy 

Statement or the Draft GHG Policy Statement to pending applications or applications 

filed before the Commission issues any final guidance in these dockets.ò42  

  In order to provide context for Project emissions on a national level, we compare 

the Projectôs GHG emissions to the GHG emissions of the United States as a whole.  At a 

national level, 5,222 million metric tons of CO2e were emitted in 2020 (inclusive of CO2e 

sources and sinks) (EPA, 2022).  Construction emissions from the Project could potentially 

increase CO2e emissions based on the national 2020 levels by 0.00003 percent.   

 

 

 
41  Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Natural Gas Infrastructure Project Reviews, 178 

FERC ¶ 61,108 (2022); 178 FERC ¶ 61,197 (2022). 

42  Order on Draft Policy Statements, 178 FERC ¶ 61,197 (2022). 
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In subsequent years, Project operations (fugitive emissions from the meter station) and 

downstream combustion of the upper-bound Project capacity, resulting in 4.21 million 

metric tons CO2e per year, could potentially increase emissions by 0.08 percent based on 

the 2020 national levels.43   

 In order to provide context for Project emissions on a state level, we compare the 

Projectôs GHG emissions to the State of Illinois GHG inventories.  According to Alliance, 

the Project is an integral part of the State of Illinoisô emission reduction goals.  The State 

of Illinois has chosen to include natural gas in its energy mix for the next several decades.  

Illinois approved the Energy Center through issuance of a number of permits by the Illinois 

Department of Transportation, IDNR, and the IEPA, including a final air permit under the 

CAA, which requires the Energy Center to employ best available control technology to 

minimize emissions from the facility.44  Additionally, Illinois recently enacted its Climate 

and Equitable Jobs Act, which includes natural gas-fired power plants in the Stateôs energy 

mix.45  At a state level, 203.4 million metric tons of CO2e were emitted in 2019 from fossil 

fuel combustion.46  Construction emissions from the Project could potentially increase 

CO2e emissions based on the stateôs 2019 levels by 0.0007 percent.  In subsequent years, 

the Project operations (based on the fugitive emission of natural gas and downstream 

combustion of the upper-bound Project capacity, resulting in 4.21 million metric tons CO2e 

per year) could potentially increase emissions by 2.07 percent based on the stateôs 2019 

levels. 47   

 To evaluate the Projectôs operational emissions in the context of Illinoisô GHG 

reduction goals, we compare the GHG emissions to Illinoisô climate targets.48  Illi nois has 

committed to implement policies that advance the goals of the Paris Agreement, aiming to 

 
43  The actual emissions associated with downstream use of the natural gas transported by the Project 

would depend upon utilization of the pipeline facilities and the Energy Centerôs operations.  

Alliance has indicated that the existing NGPL interconnect and its proposed interconnect are each 

designed to be a source of fuel to support full load operation of the Energy Center and could be 

used interchangeably, as needed, to ensure reliability and fuel security.   
44  Final Permit for Construction of the Combustion Turbine Electric Power Plant, Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency, Application No. 16060032, 4 (July 30, 2019), available at 

https://external.epa.illinois.gov/WebSiteApi/api/PublicNotices/GetAirPermitDocument/3695. 
45  Climate and Equitable Jobs Act, SB2408, 102nd Gen. Assemb. (Ill. 2021), available at 

https://www.ilga.gov/ 

 legislation/102/SB/PDF/10200SB2408lv.pdf. 
46  U.S. Energy Information Administration, Introduction and Key Concepts: State Energy-Related 

Carbon Dioxide Emissions Tables, Table 1. Total state emission levels, April 2022 
47  The actual emissions associated with downstream use of the natural gas transported by the Project 

would depend upon utilization of the pipeline facilities and the Energy Centerôs operations.  

Alliance has indicated that the existing NGPL interconnect and its proposed interconnect are each 

designed to be a source of fuel to support full load operation of the Energy Center and could be 

used interchangeably, as needed, to ensure reliability and fuel security.   
48  On January 23, 2019, Governor Pritzker signed Executive Order 2019-06 entering Illinois in the 

U.S. Climate Alliance, a group of states committed to reducing GHG emissions consistent with the 

United Nations Paris Agreement. 
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reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 26-28 percent below 2005 levels by 2025.    

GHG emissions from the operation of the Project (fugitive emissions from the meter station 

and downstream combustion of the upper-bound Project capacity)49 would represent 2.33 

percent of Illinoisô 2025 projected GHG emission goals, assuming the reductions from 

2005 levels summarized above.50   

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that staff avoid using 

percentage comparisons between Project-level and national/state emissions, which in its 

judgement inappropriately diminishes the significance of GHG emissions.  The 

Commission has stated in recent orders that comparisons to national and state goals provide 

context in considering a projectôs potential impact on climate change.  Accordingly, we 

have included these comparisons in this analysis. 

 Social Cost of GHGs 

 We include a disclosure of the social cost of GHGs (also referred to as the ñsocial 

cost of carbonò [SCC]) to assess climate impacts generated by each additional metric ton 

of GHGs emitted by the Project.  We note there is pending litigation challenging federal 

agenciesô use of the Interagency Working Group (IWG) on Social Cost of Greenhouse 

Gasesô interim values for calculating the social cost of GHGs.51  In addition, the CEQ noted 

that it is working with representatives on the GHG IWG to develop additional guidance 

regarding the application of the SCC tool in federal decision-making processes, including 

in NEPA analyses.52  The Commission has not determined which, if any, modifications are 

needed to render the SCC tool useful for project-level analyses.53   

 
49  The actual emissions associated with downstream use of the natural gas transported by the Project 

would depend upon utilization of the pipeline facilities and the Energy Centerôs operations.  

Alliance has indicated that the existing NGPL interconnect and its proposed interconnect are each 

designed to be a source of fuel to support full load operation of the Energy Center and could be 

used interchangeably, as needed, to ensure reliability and fuel security. 
50  We consider the 2025 GHG emission target to be 180.9 million metric tons from the 244.4 million 

metric tons in 2005 (assuming a 26 percent reduction). 
51  Missouri v. Biden, 8th Cir. No. 21-3013; Louisiana v. Biden, No. 21-cv-1074-JDC-KK (W.D. La). 

On February 11, 2022, the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Louisiana issued a 

preliminary injunction limiting federal agenciesô employment of estimates of the social costs of 

GHGs and use of the IWGôs interim estimates. On March 16, 2022, the U.S. Court of Appeals for 

the Fifth Circuit issued a stay of the district courtôs preliminary injunction, finding among other 

things that the federal agency defendantsô continued use of the interim estimates was lawful. 

Louisiana v. Biden, No. 22-30087 (5th Cir. Mar. 16, 2022). 
52  Council on Environmental Qualityôs May 27, 2021 Comments filed in Docket No. PL18-1-000, at 

2. 
53  See Order Issuing Certificates and Approving Abandonment, 178 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2022) at fn 141. 
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As both EPA and CEQ participate in the IWG, Commission staff used the methods and 

values contained in the IWGôs current draft guidance but note that different values will 

result from the use of other methods.54   

 To calculate the social cost of GHGs, Commission staff made several assumptions 

about construction timing and future Project operations.  We assume construction 

emissions would occur entirely in 2023 and that following construction, fugitive emissions 

during operation and downstream emissions would be at a constant rate throughout the life 

of the Project.  Regarding downstream emissions, we assume downstream combustion of 

the upper-bound subscribed Project capacity as stated in Allianceôs Project purpose, 

resulting in 4.21 million metric tons of CO2e per year.  However, the actual emissions 

associated with downstream use of natural gas transported by the Project would depend 

upon utilization of the pipeline facilities and the Energy Centerôs operations, recognizing 

that Allianceôs interconnect would serve as one of two supply sources for the Energy 

Center.  According to Alliance, the existing NGPL interconnect and Allianceôs proposed 

interconnect are each designed to be a source of fuel to support full load operation of the 

Energy Center and could be used interchangeably, as needed, to ensure reliability and fuel 

security.   

 Regarding the duration of Project operations, we recognize that long-term operation 

of a pipeline could be determined by many factors.  The duration of a precedent agreement 

or contract between the Energy Center and Alliance would be one method to forecast the 

duration of impacts.  CPV currently holds a long-term contract for firm transportation 

service on Allianceôs system through October 31, 2031.  Alliance states it will amend the 

contract to add the Three Rivers Delivery Point if the Project is approved, and there will 

be no change in contract volumes or capacity changes on Allianceôs system as a result of 

the Project.  Alternatively, we could assume that modern steel pipelines have an operational 

life that spans decades, based on our experience processing NGA 7(b) abandonment 

applications.  However, the maximum extent of the social cost of GHG data tables are to 

the year 2050.  Based on the lack of precedent agreements and uncertainty of the alternate 

approaches, we are assuming a timeframe of 20 years for emissions of GHGs during 

operation of the Project, as this typical timeframe expressed in precedent agreements for 

new firm transportation, and this is reflected in our social cost of GHG calculation.  

  

 

 

 
54  Technical Support Document: Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide Interim 

Estimates under Executive Order 13990, Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of 

Greenhouse Gases, United States Government, February 2021 (IWG Interim Estimates Technical 

Support Document). 
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 Accordingly, Commission staff calculated the social cost of carbon dioxide, nitrous 

oxide, and methane.  For the analysis, staff assumed discount rates of 5 percent, 3 percent, 

and 2.5 percent,55 assumed the Project will begin service in 2023 and that the Projectôs 

emissions will be at a constant rate throughout the 20-year period.  Noting these 

assumptions, the emissions from construction and operation of this Project is calculated to 

result in a total social cost of GHGs equal to $1.05 billion, $3.99 billion, and $6.03 billion, 

respectively (all in 2020 dollars).56  Using the 95th percentile of the social cost of GHGs 

using the 3 percent discount rate,57 the total social cost of GHGs from the Project is 

calculated to be $12.1 billion (in 2020 dollars). 

 In its comments on the draft EIS, Sierra Club asserted that the FERC should 

conclude that the $12.1 billion social cost of GHGs is significant.  The EIS is not 

characterizing the Projectôs GHG emissions as significant or insignificant because the 

Commission is conducting proceedings to determine whether and how it will conduct 

significance determinations going forward. 

 Climate Resilience 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends the EIS should ensure robust 

climate resilience and adaptation planning are incorporated into project engineering and 

design.  Project facilities would be designed and installed in accordance with the DOT 

standards found in 49 CFR 192, Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: 

Minimum Federal Safety Standards, to provide adequate protection from hazards that could 

cause the pipe and facilities to move or to sustain abnormal loads such as washouts, floods, 

subsidence, landslides and earthquakes.  Furthermore, a buried steel pipeline offers 

protection from the elements and impacts commonly associated with climate change 

including increased ambient temperatures, temperature and weather extremes, and rising 

sea levels.  Other forms of natural gas transportation such as tanker truck or potentially rail 

car would involve greater exposure to the elements and the effects of climate change.   

 
55  IWG Interim Estimates Technical Support Document at 24. To quantify the potential damages 

associated with estimated emissions, the IWG methodology applies consumption discount rates to 

estimated emissions costs. The IWGôs discount rates are a function of the rate of economic growth 

where higher growth scenarios lead to higher discount rates. For example, IWGôs method includes 

the 2.5 percent discount rate to address the concern that interest rates are highly uncertain over 

time; the 3 percent value to be consistent with OMB circular A-4 (2003) and the real rate of return 

on 10-year Treasury Securities from the prior 30 years (1973 through 2002); and the 5 percent 

discount rate to represent the possibility that climate-related damages may be positively correlated 

with market returns. Thus, higher discount rates further discount future impacts based on estimated 

economic growth. Values based on lower discount rates are consistent with studies of discounting 

approaches relevant for intergenerational analysis. Id. at 18-19, 23-24. 
56  The IWG draft guidance identifies costs in 2020 dollars. Id. at 5 (Table ES-1). 
57  This value represents ñhigher-than-expected economic impacts from climate change further out in 

the tails of the [social cost of CO2] distribution.ò Id. at 11. In other words, it represents a higher 

impact scenario with a lower probability of occurring. 
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Therefore, we conclude based on the location of the Project and potential climate change 

impacts that could occur in the area that a buried pipeline would ensure a greater level of 

climate resiliency when compared to other reasonable transportation alternatives. 

4.11 NOISE 

 The noise environment can be affected both during construction and operation of a 

pipeline project.  The magnitude and frequency of environmental noise may vary 

considerably over the course of the day, throughout the week, and across seasons, in part 

due to changing weather conditions and the effects of seasonal vegetative cover.  Two 

measures to relate the time-varying quality of environmental noise to its known effect on 

people are the 24-hour equivalent sound level (Leq) and day-night sound level (Ldn).  The 

Leq is the level of steady sound with the same total (equivalent) energy as the time-varying 

sound of interest, averaged over a 24-hour period.  The Ldn is the Leq plus 10 decibels on 

the A-weighted scale (dBA) added to account for peopleôs greater sensitivity to nighttime 

sound levels during late evening and early morning hours (between the hours of 10:00 p.m. 

and 7:00 a.m.).   The A-weighted scale is used because human hearing is less sensitive to 

low and high frequencies than mid-range frequencies.  The human earôs threshold of 

perception for noise change is considered to be 3 dBA; 6 dBA is clearly noticeable to the 

human ear, and 10 dBA is perceived as a doubling of noise.   

 In general, noise emitted from an interstate natural gas transmission pipeline project 

that does not include a compressor station or other substantial aboveground facilities would 

be minimal.  Project-related noise would result primarily from the temporary use of 

construction equipment to install the pipeline and would cease once the pipeline is 

complete.  In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS consider if 

the Project would result in facility and/or operation changes to other Alliance pipeline 

facilities (e.g., compressor stations), and if so, the estimated noise levels and the noise 

sensitive areas (NSA) that may be affected should be identified.  As described previously, 

the Project would not increase the capacity of Allianceôs system and due to the short length 

of the pipeline would not require any additional modifications to Allianceôs existing 

system.  Therefore, no other noise would be emitted and no other NSAs would be affected.    

Construction Noise 

 Construction noise is highly variable.  Many construction machines operate 

intermittently, and the types of machines in use at a construction site change with the 

construction phase.  The sound level impacts on residences along the pipeline right-of-way 

due the construction activities would depend on the type of equipment used, the duration 

of use for each piece of equipment, the number of construction vehicles and machines used 

simultaneously, and the distance between the sound source and receptor.  Nighttime noise 

due to construction would be limited since construction generally occurs during daylight 

hours, Monday through Saturday. 
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 Alliance would use HDDs at three locations to install the pipeline.  HDD operations 

would occur primarily during daytime hours only (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.).  However, HDDs may 

be conducted continuously (24 hours per day), subject to local regulations, at critical times 

such as during pullback of the pipe into the drill hole.  Additionally, tie-ins, testing, and 

other time-sensitive construction activities may extend beyond daylight hours.  Alliance 

would coordinate with the local municipalities and stakeholders if work would need to be 

conducted during a restricted time. 

 One NSA is located within 0.5 mile of the proposed I&M Canal HDD.  This NSA 

is not located in an environmental justice community (see section 4.8).  No other NSAs 

were identified within 0.5 mile of a proposed HDD.  Table 4.11-1 summarizes the noise 

analysis performed for the I&M Canal NSA.   

 

Table 4.11-1 

HDD Noise Analysis 

 

HDD 

Location  
NSA 

Pre-Construction 

Sound Pressure 

Level [dBA] L dn 

Projected Acoustic 

Impact (dBA) L dn 

Calculated from 

HDD Activities 

Cumulative Ldn 

Impact at NSA 

(Ambient + HDD 

Activities [dBA])  

Estimated Increase 

over Pre-

Construction Sound 

Pressure Level (dBA) 

I&M  Canal 

Crossing 
NSA-1 42 48.2 48.3 6.3 

 

 Based on the HDD noise analysis, the noise level associated with HDD activities at 

the I&M Canal NSA is estimated to be less than 55 dBA Ldn and the estimated noise 

increase over background levels at the NSA would be less than 10 dBA.   

Operational Noise 

 Operational noise would generally be produced on a continuous basis at the meter 

station.  However, there are no NSAs within 0.5 mile of the metering station.  Therefore, 

no noise mitigation measures are proposed for the operation of the metering station. 

 Given the temporary nature of the construction activities and our analysis of the 

operations; the Projectôs construction and operational noise levels would not result in 

significant impacts on the existing environment. 

 In its comments on the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS commit to 

appropriate protective measures, which may include but are not limited to the use of 

equipment that emits the lowest levels of noise possible, use of noise barriers, placement 

of trees and shrubs, and soundproofing structures.  As described above, most project-

related noise would be temporary and would occur in an area within numerous industrial 

facilities, with few residences or other sensitive receptors.  Additionally, operational noise 

would be minimal.  As such, noise impacts would not be significant; and therefore, we 

have concluded noise reduction measures are not necessary.     
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4.12 RELIABILITY AND SAFETY  

The transportation of natural gas by pipeline involves some risk to the public in the 

event of an accident and subsequent release of gas.  The greatest hazard is a fire or explosion 

following a major pipeline rupture.  Methane, the primary component of natural gas, is 

colorless, odorless, and tasteless.  It is not toxic, but is classified as a simple asphyxiate, 

possessing a slight inhalation hazard.  If breathed in high concentration, oxygen deficiency 

can result in serious injury or death. 

The pipeline and aboveground facilities associated with the Project must be designed, 

constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety 

Standards in 49 CFR Part 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection 

for the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

The DOT pipeline standards are published in Parts 190-199 of Title 49 of the CFR.  

For example, Part 192 of 49 CFR specifically addresses natural gas pipeline safety issues, 

prescribes the minimum standards for operating and maintaining pipeline facilities, and 

incorporates compressor station design, including emergency shutdowns and safety 

equipment.  Part 192 also requires a pipeline operator to establish a written emergency plan 

that includes procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline emergency.  The 

operator must also establish a continuing education program to enable customers, the public, 

government officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline 

emergency and report it to appropriate public officials.  

Facilities associated with Allianceôs Project must be designed, constructed, operated, 

and maintained in accordance with DOT standards, including the provisions for written 

emergency plans and emergency shutdowns.  Alliance would provide the appropriate 

training to local emergency service personnel before the facilities are placed in service.   

Allianceôs meter station and pipeline construction and operation would represent a 

minimum increase in risk to the public and we are confident that with the options available 

in the detailed design of Allianceôs facilities, that they would be constructed and operated 

safely. 

Proximity to Nuclear Power Generation and Nuclear Waste Storage Facilities   

The Project would be located just under 0.5 mile from the Constellation Energy 

Generation, LLCôs (Constellation) Dresden Nuclear Generating Station and about 0.2 mile 

from the General Electric Hitachi Nuclear Energy (GEH) Morris Independent Spent Fuel 

Storage Installation (nuclear waste storage facility).  Both facilities are regulated by the NRC.  

The Dresden Nuclear Generating Station contains two nuclear reactors capable of generating 

up to 1,845 MW of electrical power, serving more than two million homes.  The GEH facility 

has not accepted new spent fuel since 1989, and it is Allianceôs understanding that no further 

receipts are planned or anticipated; in accordance with its license, GEH cannot receive 

additional spent fuel or replace any spent fuel without prior NRC approval.     



 

Environmental Analysis    4-71  

 

In order to ensure that any potential impacts from the Project on the Dresden Nuclear 

Generation Station and GEH Morris Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation are 

considered and disclosed to the public and decision makers, and appropriately addressed by 

the facility operator, and if necessary, the NRC, we reached out to the NRC and requested 

their participation in this review as a cooperating agency.  Although a proceeding has not 

been initiated at the NRC, it has agreed to cooperate with us and advise us concerning nuclear 

safety reviews and the associated regulatory process.  We have met with NRC staff on 

multiple occasions to brief them on the Project and discuss the safety review process.       

When an action has the potential to affect an NRC-regulated facility, the facility 

operator must first conduct a safety analysis and determine if the action would impact safe 

operation of the facility.  Depending on the outcome of the safety analysis conducted by the 

facility operator, an NRC proceeding may be issued and further review by NRC staff may 

be required.  Constellationôs safety analysis determined that the proposed pipeline would not 

more than minimally increase the frequency or consequences of a pipeline incident in 

proximity to the Dresden Nuclear Generating Station.  Constellation also concluded, in 

accordance with 10 CFR § 50.59, that NRC approval is not required.  The NRC plans to 

review the issue through its oversight program.   

Allianceôs safety analysis for the GEH Morris Independent Spent Fuel Installation 

was completed on March 7, 2022, with a finding that the proposed pipeline would not pose 

a significant hazard to the nuclear waste facility.  GEH evaluated Allianceôs safety analysis 

of the proposed pipeline and has concluded that a license amendment from the NRC is not 

necessary.  The NRC will review the analysis as part of its oversight role. 

4.13 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

 In accordance with CEQ 2022 regulations for implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 

1500-1508), effective May 20, 2022, we identified actions near the Project and evaluated 

the potential for a cumulative effect on the environment.  As defined by the CEQ, a 

cumulative effect is the impact on the environment resulting from the incremental effect 

of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions, regardless of which agency or person undertakes such other actions.  In 

this analysis, we consider the impacts of past projects to have become part of the affected 

environment (environmental baseline), which is described and evaluated in the preceding 

environmental analysis.  However, present effects of past actions that are relevant and 

useful are considered.    

Under this approach, the determination of whether to include an action in our 

analysis is based on identifying overlapping resource impacts from the other action with 

the potential impacts that would result from construction and operation of the Project.  To 

adequately address and accomplish the purpose of this analysis, an action must first meet 

the following three criteria: 
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1.  affect a resource that could also be affected by the proposed action; 

2.  cause this impact within resource-specific areal regions of influence, 

referred to as geographic scopes, as described below; and 

3.  cause an impact within the same time span as the potential impact from the 

proposed action. 

Consistent with CEQ guidance, and to determine a suitable scope for the analysis, 

we defined an appropriate ñgeographic scopeò within which other projects, in combination 

with the proposed Three Rivers Interconnection Project, could have a cumulative impact.  

To determine the appropriate geographic scopes for this analysis, focus was placed on 

resources affected by the Project including groundwater and surface water; wetlands; 

aquatic wildlife and fisheries; vegetation; wildlife and protected species; socioeconomics; 

land use, recreation, and visual resources; and air and noise quality.  The Project would 

have no impact on geologic resources and hazards, environmental justice communities, or 

cultural resources; therefore, cumulative impacts on these resources were not assessed.  

Additionally, cumulative impacts on climate change have been previously discussed in the 

EIS (at section 4.10) and are not discussed further in this section.  In table 4.13-1 below, 

we identify and define the various geographic scopes.   

Table 4.13-1 

Geographic Scopes for Project 

Resource Geographic Scope Rationale 

Soils Construction 

workspace 

Erosion control measures would generally keep disturbed soils 

contained within work areas. 

Water Resources 

and Wetlands, 

Vegetation, Aquatic 

Wildlife and 

Fisheries 

Watershed Boundary 

(HUC 12) 

The geographic scope used to assess cumulative impacts on 

water resources, wetlands, vegetation, and wildlife includes the 

HUC 12 watershed within which the Project facilities would be 

located and may be affected by the proposed Project activities. 

Socioeconomics Affected counties and 

municipalities 

Demographic statistics are generally assessed 

on a county basis. 

Land Use, 

Recreation, and 

Visual Resources 

1-mile radius Impacts on land uses, recreation, and aesthetics generally occur 

within and adjacent to project work areas.  Based on the 

proposed Project size and scope and the generally uniform 

character of the surrounding area, a 1-mile radius is anticipated 

to account for impacts on land uses, recreational areas, and 

viewsheds that would be experienced by people in the flat to 

gently undulating terrain in the Project vicinity. 
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Table 4.13-1 

Geographic Scopes for Project 

Resource Geographic Scope Rationale 

Air Quality ï 

Construction 

0.25 mile (air quality ï 

construction) 

Due to the limited amount of emissions generated by 

construction equipment, the geographic scope used to assess 

potential cumulative impacts on air from construction activities 

was set at 0.25 miles. 

Air Quality ï 

Operation 

1 kilometer (about 0.62 

mile) 

Emissions from the meter station are variable and are limited to 

fugitive emissions. 

Noise Construction 0.25 mile from pipeline 

or aboveground 

facilities.  0.5 mile 

from horizontal 

directional drill 

installations 

Noise impacts are highly localized and attenuate quickly as the 

distance from the noise source increases.  Noise impacts from 

aboveground facilities are evaluated at all noise sensitive areas 

within 0.25 mile. 

Noise Operational Other facilities that 

would impact any 

NSAs within 1 mile of 

a noise emitting 

permanent 

aboveground facility. 

Noise impacts are highly localized and attenuate quickly as the 

distance from the noise source increases.  Noise impacts from 

aboveground facilities are evaluated at all noise sensitive areas 

within 1 mile. 

 

Appendix F summarizes the present and reasonably foreseeable projects or actions 

that occur within the geographic scope of the Project.   

Soils   

Cumulative impacts on soil resources could occur where other actions occur within 

the same footprint as the Project.  Additive impacts on soils can occur if projects are 

constructed concurrently or if previously restored areas are subsequently re-disturbed.  The 

Energy Center is the only action that was identified within the geographic scope for 

cumulative impacts on soils.  The Energy Center is under construction with completion 

targeted for 2023 and is located at the termination of the proposed Project pipeline, adjacent 

to the meter station location.   

It is anticipated that permanent impacts on soils from both projects would be limited 

to areas where NRCS-designated farmland (i.e., prime farmland and farmland of statewide 

importance) is converted to industrial use.  Both projects would convert a total of less than 

100 acres of farmland to industrial use, which would not be significant based on the 

availability of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance in Grundy County 

(approximately 252,541 acres). 
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Due to the limited extent of overlapping footprints (about 0.4 acre) as well as soil 

conservation and restoration measures that would be implemented by all projects within the 

geographic scope to prevent erosion and stabilize disturbed areas, cumulative impacts on 

soils are anticipated to be short-term, minor, and not significant. 

Water Resources 

 As previously described the Project would cross or otherwise impact four waterbodies.  

These include two perennial waterbodies and two intermittent unnamed streams.  The two 

perennial waterbodies and one intermittent waterbody would be crossed via HDD and the 

remaining intermittent waterbody would be crossed by an access road via a temporary bridge 

or a temporary rock flume crossing.  As such, instream work would be avoided in these 

waterbodies.  We have also recommended a water testing plan to avoid the spreading of 

contamination due to Allianceôs proposed water withdrawals from the Illinois River for 

hydrostatic testing, HDD, and fugitive dust control activities. 

 The Project is also expected to impact approximately 3.7 acres of wetlands during 

construction and permanently impact 2.3 acres during the operational phase of the Project.  

Constructing through wetlands could result in soil mixing, compaction, erosion, and 

sedimentation. 

 The Project occurs within two HUC-12 watersheds, the Heidecke Lake-Illinois River 

watershed (19,990.1 acres) and the Kankakee River watershed (11,381.4 acres).  One other 

project occurs in the Kankakee watershed (the Energy Center).  The Energy Center project 

is anticipated to mostly impact agricultural land. 

To minimize impacts to waterbodies and wetlands, Alliance would implement best 

management practices in its SPCC plan and E&SCP to prevent possible potential spills of 

hazardous liquids or sedimentation from reaching waterbodies and wetlands.  The Energy 

Center, which is currently under construction, could have the potential to contribute to 

sediment load and other contamination in surface water resources and wetlands within the 

geographic scope.  However, it is assumed that this project would follow all applicable 

regulatory guidelines to minimize these impacts.   

Impacts on groundwater resources from the construction and operation of the Energy 

Center would largely be similar to the Project (e.g., changes in near-surface hydrology from 

excavation dewatering and the addition of impervious surfaces at aboveground facilities) and 

resulting impacts would be minor and highly localized and would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact on groundwater resources.   

Given that the Project would have minimal impacts on water resources, we conclude 

that the project would have a negligible contribution to cumulative watershed impacts.   
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Vegetation, Wildlife, and Threatened and Endangered Species 

As previously described, constructing the Project would require the temporary 

clearing of about 40 acres of vegetated land.  With the exception of forest clearing, most 

impacts on vegetation from construction of the Project would be short-term.   

The Project occurs within two HUC-12 watersheds, the Heidecke Lake-Illinois River 

watershed and the Kankakee River watershed.  Approximately 37.6 acres of the Project 

footprint would be within the Heidecke Lake-Illinois River watershed, and approximately 

5.2 acres of the Project footprint would be within the Kankakee River watershed.  One other 

project occurs in the Kankakee watershed (the Energy Center).  The Energy Center is 

currently under construction and affects mostly agricultural land.  In general, we do not 

anticipate long-term cumulative impacts on upland herbaceous/scrub-shrub areas as most 

vegetative cover would regenerate within 1 to 3 years.     

Clearing and cumulative loss of native vegetation and forest fragmentation can lead 

to the spread and dominance of invasive species that are able to outcompete native species 

in cleared areas.  Due to the small footprint of the Project and Allianceôs commitment to 

restore and monitor revegetation success, including invasive species management, the 

Projectôs contribution to these potential cumulative impacts would be minimal.   

Construction and operation of the Project, as well the Energy Center, would 

temporarily increase the rates of stress, injury, and mortality experienced by wildlife and 

result in some permanent habitat loss.  The proposed Project would result in only a minor 

permanent removal of habitat as most areas would be allowed to revegetate.  The 

construction the Energy Center would also result in some cumulative fragmentation and 

permanent removal of habitat.  

  Cumulative impacts on wildlife populations as a result of increased stressors such as 

noise, artificial lighting, road traffic, and general human activity would be greater in areas 

where multiple projects are happening simultaneously in the geographic scope.  In general, 

wildlife would avoid construction activities by using adjacent habitats but are expected to 

resume use of affected lands following construction and restoration.  However, an overall 

increase in noise and human activity associated with all projects located throughout the 

geographic scope could limit the available habitat to which wildlife can relocate.  Wildlife 

that cannot relocate away from noise-emitting sources and human activity could be adversely 

affected by increasing stress levels and masking auditory cues necessary to avoid predation, 

hunt prey, and find mates. 

In general, cumulative impacts on wildlife would be greatest during construction, and 

would continue to a lesser extent during operation (operational noise, mowing, and 

maintenance of permanent facilities).  Given the relatively large amount of similar wildlife 

habitat that would remain undisturbed within the geographic scope, we conclude that any 

resulting cumulative impacts on wildlife from the combined projects occurring in the 
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affected HUC-12 watersheds would not be significant.  Impacts on most non-special status 

wildlife species would not likely result in long-term or significant population-level effects, 

given the stability of local populations and the abundance of available adjacent habitat.   

The Energy Center in combination with the Project could have minor cumulative 

effects on special status species, including federally listed threatened and endangered species.  

Section 7 of the ESA specifically requires ñmajor federal actionsò to have separate ESA 

consultations, so the impacts on all federally listed and proposed species within the 

geographic scope of the identified projects would be assessed.  Further, because protection 

of threatened, endangered, and other special status species is part of the various state 

permitting processes or resource reviews, cumulative impacts on such species would be 

specifically considered and may be reduced or eliminated through conservation and 

mitigation measures identified during those relevant processes and consultations.  Other 

companies who have constructed, are constructing, or are proposing other projects are 

required to consult with the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to evaluate plant 

and animal species that may be found in the area.   

Overall, the Projectôs contribution to potential cumulative impacts on wildlife and 

protected species would be minimal due to its small footprint and scope of impact as 

described in the EIS.  We expect that the Project would either not contribute or minimally 

contribute cumulative impacts on vegetation and wildlife and that the overall impacts on 

these resources would not be significant. 

Socioeconomics 

As described previously, constructing the Project would require a workforce of 50-

150 individuals generally working six days a week between the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 

pm for approximately four months.  Introducing 50-150 workers into the Project area for 

four months may impact the socioeconomic character of the Project area.  Public road use, 

local business, housing, and public/community services may experience greater use and 

demand during construction of the Project.  These increases in demand and use of local 

socioeconomic resources would result in minor and temporary impacts on these resources 

that would cease following construction.   

Although the timing of many of the projects that could contribute to cumulative 

impacts are unknown, impacts on population and employment, demand for housing and 

public services, transportation, and government revenue from sales and payroll taxes would 

generally be temporary and primarily limited to the period of construction.  These impacts 

would increase if more than one project is built at the same time.  Most of the projects in the 

cumulative impacts area are small and would likely utilize local workforce, which would not 

alter housing, transportation, and public service demands 

Alliance would use the local road and highway network to access the construction 

right-of-way, to the extent practicable.  It is likely the other projects in the geographic scope 

would also use existing public roads.  Increased use of local roadways from multiple projects 
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could accelerate degradation of roadways and require early replacement of road surfaces.  

Alliance and the other project sponsors in the geographic scope of influence would be 

required to adhere to local road permit requirements (which may have provisions for road 

damage repairs or compensation) and road weight restrictions.  The Project when combined 

with the other projects in the cumulative impacts area would not contribute to any long-term 

cumulative impact on the transportation infrastructure because no new permanent employees 

would be required to operate the Project.  Therefore, and given the short duration of Project 

construction (approximately four months), the cumulative impact on transportation needs 

specifically and socioeconomic resources generally in the area would be primarily short-term 

and minor, and would not be significant. 

Land Use 

Project-related activities, which are expected to occur over four months, would 

temporarily preclude land use and may affect recreation activities associated with the I&M 

Canal and Illinois River, as described previously in section 4.9.   

The Energy Center is the only other Project that was identified within the geographic 

scope for cumulative resources on land use.  Temporary workspaces for both projects would 

be restored following construction.   

Operation of the Project and the Energy Center would permanently impact maintained 

lands as permanent structures, vegetation (e.g., trees), and excavation-related activities 

would be restricted within aboveground facility fencelines and directly over the Project 

pipeline.  Impacts on open space land use would be minor and temporary and prior use of 

the land (with limited restrictions as described above) may continue once the Project is 

complete.  The size of new, permanent aboveground facilities for both Projects would be 

small compared with the total available areas of each land use type within the geographic 

scope; therefore, the Project would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts on land 

use. 

The use of heavy construction equipment and other related vehicles to conduct 

ground-disturbing activities and the placement of materials and soils on affected lands would 

temporarily impact the viewshed and the erection of new aboveground piping facilities 

would result in a permanent impact on the visual character of the project area.  Project 

aboveground facilities are considered minor, are generally low to the ground, and would not 

be out of character for the Project area (the meter station would be located within the 

boundaries of the Energy Center); therefore, the Project would not contribute to cumulative 

visual impacts.   
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Air Quality and Noise 

Air Quality 

The combined effect of multiple construction projects occurring in the same airshed 

and timeframe could temporarily add to the ongoing air quality effects of existing activities.  

Construction of the Project and the Energy Center are anticipated to occur concurrently; 

however, construction emissions would cease with the end of construction.   Based on the 

short duration of Project construction and the implementation of appropriate mitigation 

measures (described in section 4.10), the cumulative impacts on air quality due to 

concurrent construction of the Project and the Energy Center would not be significant.   

Operational emissions by the Project are minimal but would be additive with 

emissions from the Energy Center.  However, we conclude after review of the past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future projects/actions occurring within the Project area and the 

small nature of the Project, that the Project would not have a significant long-term adverse 

impact on air quality and would not result in a significant cumulative impact on air quality. 

Noise 

The Energy Center is the only other action identified within 1 mile of the Project 

meter station that could be a noise source.  There are no NSAs within a 0.5 mile radius of 

the meter station.  One or two residences may be just inside of 1 mile from the meter station.  

However, the Energy Center would be located between the Project and the residences, as is 

Interstate 55.  Therefore, no cumulative impacts from operational noise are anticipated.   

The combined effect of multiple construction projects occurring in the same vicinity 

and timeframe could temporarily add to cumulative noise impacts.  Construction of the 

Project and the Energy Center are anticipated to occur concurrently; however, construction 

noise would attenuate quickly as the distance from the construction sites increases.  There 

are no NSAs within a 0.5 mile radius of the meter station, where cumulative noise impacts 

would be highest.  Therefore, and due to the short duration of Project construction, no 

cumulative impacts from construction noise are anticipated.    
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

5.1 SUMMARY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS  

The conclusions and recommendations presented in this EIS are those of the 

Commissionôs environmental staff with input from EPA and NRC staff who have assisted 

in the preparation of this analysis as cooperating agencies.  The EPAôs input on this EIS 

has no effect on its authority under Section 102(2)(C) of the NEPA, Section 309 of the 

CAA, or the CWA.  

We conclude that constructing and operating the Project would result in limited 

adverse impacts on the environment.  Most adverse environmental impacts would be 

temporary or short-term and would have minimal impact on existing land use as the Project 

would be located within an area already containing numerous industrial facilities and utility 

rights-of-way.  This determination is based on a review of the information provided by 

Alliance and further developed from environmental information requests; scoping; 

literature research; alternatives analysis; and correspondence with federal and state 

agencies and Indian tribes.  

Overall, Commission staff conclude that approval of the Project would not result in 

significant environmental impacts, with the exception of potential impacts on climate 

change.  This EIS is not characterizing the Projectôs GHG emissions as significant or 

insignificant because the Commission is conducting a generic proceeding to determine 

whether and how the Commission will conduct significance determinations going 

forward.58  We also conclude that no system, route, or other alternative would provide a 

significant environmental advantage over the Project, as proposed.  Therefore, we conclude 

that the proposed Project, with our recommended mitigation measures, is the preferred 

alternative to meet the Project objectives. 

5.2 FERC STAFF’S RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 

If the Commission authorizes the Project, we recommend that the following 

measures be included as specific conditions in the Commissionôs Order.  We have 

determined that these measures would further mitigate the environmental impacts resulting 

from construction and operation of the Project.   

1. Alliance shall follow the construction procedures and mitigation measures 

described in its application and supplements (including responses to staff data 

requests) and as identified in the EIS, unless modified by the Order.  Alliance 

must: 

 

a. request any modification to these procedures, measures, or conditions in a 

 
58  Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Natural Gas Infrastructure Project Reviews, 178 

FERC ¶ 61,108 (2022); 178 FERC ¶ 61,197 (2022). 
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filing with the Secretary; 

b. justify each modification relative to site-specific conditions; 

c. explain how that modification provides an equal or greater level of 

environmental protection than the original measure; and 

d. receive approval in writing from the Director of the OEP, or the Directorôs 

designee, before using that modification . 

 

2. The Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee, has delegated authority to 

address any requests for approvals or authorizations necessary to carry out the 

conditions of the Order, and take whatever steps are necessary to ensure the 

protection of environmental resources during construction and operation of the 

project.  This authority shall allow: 

 

a. the modification of conditions of the Order;  

b. stop-work authority; and 

c. the imposition of any additional measures deemed necessary to ensure 

continued compliance with the intent of the conditions of the Order as well 

as the avoidance or mitigation of unforeseen adverse environmental impact 

resulting from project construction and operation activities. 

 

3. Prior to any construction, Alliance shall file an affirmative statement with the 

Secretary, certified by a senior company official, that all company personnel, EIs, 

and contractor personnel will be informed of the EIôs authority and have been or 

will be trained on the implementation of the environmental mitigation measures 

appropriate to their jobs before becoming involved with construction and 

restoration activities.  

 

4. The authorized facility locations shall be as shown in the EIS, as supplemented by 

filed alignment sheets.  As soon as they are available, and before the start of 

construction, Alliance shall file with the Secretary any revised detailed survey 

alignment maps/sheets at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 with station positions for 

all facilities approved by the Order.  All requests for modifications of 

environmental conditions of the Order or site-specific clearances must be written 

and must reference locations designated on these alignment maps/sheets. 

 

Allianceôs exercise of eminent domain authority granted under Natural Gas Act 

section 7(h) in any condemnation proceedings related to the Order must be 

consistent with these authorized facilities and locations.  Allianceôs right of 

eminent domain granted under Natural Gas Act section 7(h) does not authorize it 

to increase the size of its natural gas pipeline to accommodate future needs or to 

acquire a right-of-way for a pipeline to transport a commodity other than natural 

gas. 
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5. Alliance shall file with the Secretary detailed alignment maps/sheets and aerial 

photographs at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 identifying all route realignments 

or facility relocations, and staging areas, pipe storage yards, new access roads, and 

other areas that would be used or disturbed and have not been previously 

identified in filings with the Secretary.  Approval for each of these areas must be 

explicitly requested in writing.  For each area, the request must include a 

description of the existing land use/cover type, documentation of landowner 

approval, whether any cultural resources or federally listed threatened or 

endangered species would be affected, and whether any other environmentally 

sensitive areas are within or abutting the area.  All areas shall be clearly identified 

on the maps/sheets/aerial photographs.  Each area must be approved in writing by 

the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee, before construction in or near 

that area. 

 

This requirement does not apply to extra workspace allowed by the Commissionôs 

Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan and/or minor field 

realignments per landowner needs and requirements which do not affect other 

landowners or sensitive environmental areas such as wetlands. 

 

Examples of alterations requiring approval include all route realignments and 

facility location changes resulting from: 

 

a. implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures; 

b. implementation of endangered, threatened, or special concern species 

mitigation measures; 

c. recommendations by state regulatory authorities; and 

d. agreements with individual landowners that affect other landowners or 

could affect sensitive environmental areas. 

 

6. Within 60 days of the acceptance of the authorization and before construction 

begins, Alliance shall file an Implementation Plan with the Secretary for review 

and written approval by the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee.  Alliance 

must file revisions to the plan as schedules change.  The plan shall identify: 

 

a. how Alliance will implement the construction procedures and mitigation 

measures described in its application and supplements (including responses 

to staff data requests), identified in the EIS, and required by the Order; 

b. how Alliance will incorporate these requirements into the contract bid 

documents, construction contracts (especially penalty clauses and 

specifications), and construction drawings so that the mitigation required at 

each site is clear to onsite construction and inspection personnel; 
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c. the number of EIs assigned, and how the company will ensure that 

sufficient personnel are available to implement the environmental 

mitigation; 

d. company personnel, including EIs and contractors, who will receive copies 

of the appropriate material; 

e. the location and dates of the environmental compliance training and 

instructions Alliance will give to all personnel involved with construction 

and restoration (initial and refresher training as the project progresses and 

personnel change); 

f. the company personnel (if known) and specific portion of Allianceôs 

organization having responsibility for compliance; 

g. the procedures (including use of contract penalties) Alliance will follow if 

noncompliance occurs; and 

h. for each discrete facility, a Gantt or PERT chart (or similar project 

scheduling diagram), and dates for: 

 

(1) the completion of all required surveys and reports; 

(2) the environmental compliance training of onsite personnel; 

(3) the start of construction; and 

(4) the start and completion of restoration. 

 

7. Alliance shall employ at least one EI per construction spread.  The EI shall be: 

 

a. responsible for monitoring and ensuring compliance with all mitigation 

measures required by the Order and other grants, permits, certificates, or 

other authorizing documents; 

b. responsible for evaluating the construction contractor's implementation of 

the environmental mitigation measures required in the contract (see 

condition 6 above) and any other authorizing document; 

c. empowered to order correction of acts that violate the environmental 

conditions of the Order, and any other authorizing document; 

d. a full-time position, separate from all other activity inspectors; 

e. responsible for documenting compliance with the environmental conditions 

of the Order, as well as any environmental conditions/permit requirements 

imposed by other federal, state, or local agencies; and 

f. responsible for maintaining status reports. 

 

8. Beginning with the filing of its Implementation Plan, Alliance shall file updated 

status reports with the Secretary on a biweekly basis until all construction and 

restoration activities are complete.  On request, these status reports will also be 

provided to other federal and state agencies with permitting responsibilities.  

Status reports shall include: 
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a. an update on Allianceôs efforts to obtain the necessary federal 

authorizations; 

b. the construction status of the project, work planned for the following 

reporting period, and any schedule changes for stream crossings or work in 

other environmentally-sensitive areas; 

c. a listing of all problems encountered and each instance of noncompliance 

observed by the EI during the reporting period (both for the conditions 

imposed by the Commission and any environmental conditions/permit 

requirements imposed by other federal, state, or local agencies); 

d. a description of the corrective actions implemented in response to all 

instances of noncompliance; 

e. the effectiveness of all corrective actions implemented; 

f. a description of any landowner/resident complaints which may relate to 

compliance with the requirements of the Order, and the measures taken to 

satisfy their concerns; and 

g. copies of any correspondence received by Alliance from other federal, 

state, or local permitting agencies concerning instances of noncompliance, 

and Allianceôs response. 

 

9. Alliance must receive written authorization from the Director of OEP, or 

the Directorôs designee, before commencing construction of any project 

facilities.  To obtain such authorization, Alliance must file with the 

Secretary documentation that it has received all applicable authorizations 

required under federal law (or evidence of waiver thereof). 

 

10. Alliance must receive written authorization from the Director of OEP, or the 

Directorôs designee, before placing the project into service.  Such authorization 

will only be granted following a determination that rehabilitation and restoration 

of the right-of-way and other areas affected by the project are proceeding 

satisfactorily. 

 

11. Within 30 days of placing the authorized facilities in service, Alliance shall file 

an affirmative statement with the Secretary, certified by a senior company official: 

 

a. that the facilities have been constructed in compliance with all applicable 

conditions, and that continuing activities will be consistent with all 

applicable conditions; or 

b. identifying which of the conditions in the Order Alliance has complied with 

or will comply with.  This statement shall also identify any areas affected 

by the project where compliance measures were not properly implemented, 

if not previously identified in filed status reports, and the reason for 

noncompliance. 
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12. Within 5 days of receipt of a water quality certification issued by the Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency, Alliance shall file the complete certification, 

including all conditions, for review by the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs 

designee, under 40 C.F.R. § 121.9.  All conditions attached to the water quality 

certification except those that the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee, may 

identify as waived pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 121.9, constitute mandatory conditions 

of this Certificate Order.  Prior to construction, Alliance shall file, for review and 

written approval of the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee, any revisions 

to its project design necessary to comply with the water quality certification 

conditions. 

 

13. Prior to construction, Alliance shall file with the Secretary, for review and written 

approval by the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee, a plan to test any water 

withdrawn from the Illinois River for environmental contaminants prior to use (for 

HDD drilling fluid or fugitive dust control) and prior to discharge (for hydrostatic 

test water).  This plan shall include a discussion of water discharge or disposal 

procedures based on applicable effluent standards or limitations for mercury, 

polychlorinated biphenyl, and fecal coliform that are listed as impairments for the 

waterbody.   

 

14. Prior to HDD construction, Alliance shall file with the Secretary, for review and 

written approval by the Director of OEP, or the Directorôs designee, its Project-

specific drill plans for the I&M Canal HDD and the Illinois River HDD, that 

incorporate the recommendations of its geotechnical contractor, as presented in 

Allianceôs filed Geotechnical Engineering and Horizontal Directional Drill Design 

Services reports for both HDDs (dated December 1, 2021), including 

recommendations regarding guidance tool selection, contingency crossing plans, 

hole flush conditions, and planning for transitions between soil/bedrock interfaces.   
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